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Chapter 1 


Understanding Older Adult Technology 
Use: An Introduction to the ICT User 


Typology 


Gwen,! born in 1946, is a retired administrative assistant who wants all the tech- 
nologies that “young people have.” She has a large family, with five children, 
over 20 grandchildren, and several great-grandchildren. Highly involved in her 
community, she volunteers 20 hours a week as a teacher’s aide in an inner-city 
school, is active in her multi-generational church, and runs a small food pantry 
for her neighbors out of her apartment closet. Many of the neighborhood chil- 
dren in her low-income housing complex call her “Grandma Gwen.” Gwen is 
very interested in the technologies that young people use to communicate, 
including cell phones, social media, and texting. She is a prolific user of these 
communication technologies and mimics the use of the young people she knows: 


I am the queen of texting. I have to text. I’m forced to do texting 
because some of my grandchildren just will not answer the tele- 
phone. They have their phones on vibrate so they just will not 
talk on the phone. So, if I want to ever talk to them I have to 
text. Pm a great texter and I know all the abbreviations. I make 
some of them up myself and I have them ask me what they mean 
[...] I don’t know what they say or think about me doing all this 
texting, but I love to do it. And I have to do it. (Gwen) 


Margaret, born in 1938, has recently retired from her work as an administra- 
tive assistant, a role she returned to in the 1980s when she divorced after 20 
years of staying home with her children. She enjoys gardening and attending her 
book club and has just volunteered for a political campaign. Margaret carefully 
regulates her use of the computer, the Internet, and her simple flip phone, often 
setting a timer to limit how long she stays on her computer. She fears that with- 
out such restrictions, she could be “sucked in” — losing track of time and disen- 
gaging from the world around her — a potential problem she sees with all 
technology use, including the television and telephone. She keeps her computer 


‘All participants’ names are pseudonyms. 


2 Gerontechnology 


in the basement den and a television in the smallest spare bedroom to keep her 
main living space technology-free. She is cautious about technology and feels 
that it is often overused: 


I feel that there’s a need, there’s definite need for all this modern 
technology. There’s a need for it but I think it’s just like many, 
many things it’s overdone. I think it’s absolutely mind-boggling 
ridiculous that cars now have TVs in them. Look out the win- 
dow. Enjoy, see what you're seeing. It’s removing them [technol- 
ogy users] from a part of life that I think is important [...] you go 
to the mall and you see people walking around and they’re just 
talking on the cell phones. Talk, talk, talk on the cell phone. 
I thought you went to the mall to go shopping. So, I think that 
people go overboard on all that stuff. (Margaret) 


Why are these two women so different? Why has Gwen embraced technology 
with such enthusiasm, but Margaret is cautious and controls her use of compu- 
ters and cell phones? How do these women’s different approaches toward tech- 
nology impact their lives, and how did the meanings they hold for Information 
and Communication Technologies (ICTs) develop? 

This book presents a theory of ICT use by older adults, the ICT User 
Typology, which not only explains the diversity in older adult ICT use, but also 
helps practitioners, scholars, and designers to understand the older adult popula- 
tion’s needs and wants when it comes to technological interactions. This data- 
driven theory emerged from the findings of a rigorous, in-depth interpretative 
interactionist (Denzin, 2001) series of comparative case studies (Yin, 2009) of 
the use of ICTs by community-dwelling older adults (ages 65—75) in their every- 
day lives. The ICT User Typology describes five ICT user types — each of which 
has a unique view on technology and uses it in different ways. The focus of this 
book is in detailing these five types and understanding their fundamental traits. 
While the ICT User Typology is a data-driven theory, it has many practical 
applications for those who work with or design for older adults, including sug- 
gesting targeted design and marketing opportunities and identifying those older 
adults who are likely to take part in (or be excluded by) technological initiatives. 
(Practical applications of the theory are outlined in Chapter 10.) 


The ICT User Typology: The Five User Types 


The ICT User Typology is a theory of older adult ICT use that explains, 
describes, and predicts an older adult’s use of multiple ICT forms across various 
life contexts: family, work, leisure, and community. The ICT User Typology 
was developed from an intensive series of dialogic case studies of 17 older adult 
members of the Lucky Few generation, including over 156 hours of intensive 
interviews with these older adults and their friends, family members, and cowor- 
kers about ICT use; numerous observations of their homes and workplaces and 
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of the older adults using technologies; and careful review of the documents that 
the older adults used in conjunction with their ICTs. The typology allows us to 
understand how and why there is such diversity in older adults’ ICT use and 
provides guidance in implementing customized services and products to meet 
the needs of our aging societies. In particular, the ICT User Typology cate- 
gorizes older adults’ ICT use into one of five user types, each of which has a 
unique pattern of ICT introduction, use, display, and meaning they ascribe to 
technologies: 

The Enthusiast user type thinks ICTs and other forms of technology are great 
fun toys. They have wonderful memories of using ICTs as children, including 
being encouraged by adults to “tinker” and “play” with technology. They carry 
this love of ICTs throughout their lives, often choosing technical careers. They 
surround themselves with other Enthusiasts as friends and, in some cases, 
become romantically involved with other Enthusiasts. 

The Practicalist user type views ICTs as tools that are used to get a job done, 
for a specific purpose. They are typically exposed to ICTs in their work and they 
tend to hold jobs in which technology is heavily used. They are easily able to 
categorize their ICT device use into predominantly being used for one life con- 
text, such as being able to state that they use the Internet mostly for work, rather 
than in their leisure, family, or community lives. 

The Socializer user type tends to have large intergenerational networks and 
be highly involved in their communities, often through religious organizations 
and/or large families. They view ICTs as connectors between people and tend to 
prefer mobile communication technology. Socializers, in order to keep in touch 
with their youngest contacts, learn to use the ICTs that their younger counter- 
parts are using. 

The Traditionalist user type also speaks about their love for ICTs. 
However, the technologies that Traditionalists love are the ones from their 
young adulthood (in the case of the older adults spoken about in this book, the 
television, radio, and telephone). They have a tendency toward nostalgia and 
find themselves so in love with these more traditional technologies that they 
have little room in their lives for more modern forms (e.g., computers and cell 
phones). 

The Guardian user type tends to view all ICTs with suspicion, as they believe 
that technology can bring out the negative traits in individuals — traits such as 
gluttony and laziness. While they use many modern forms of advanced ICTs, 
they tend to be very cautious and regulated in how and how much they use 
them. They view themselves as protectors, or guardians, of society in its use of 
ICTs. 


Why Is a Theory of Older Adult ICT Use Necessary? 


Why do we need to understand older adult ICT use? The short answer is that 
the vast majority of our societies are aging. The worldwide older adult popula- 
tion (those age 65 and older) is projected to nearly double in the first third of 
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this new century — from only 6.9% in 2000 to 12% in 2030. The more detailed 
figures are striking: the population percentage of older adults is expected to 
increase from 15.5% to 24.3% in Europe, 12.6% to 20.3% in North America, 
5.5% to 11.6% in Latin America and the Caribbean, and 6.0% to 12.0% in Asia 
during those same three decades. Even in sub-Saharan Africa, where high fertil- 
ity rates have continually bolstered the younger population, the percentage of 
older adults is still expected to increase from 2.9% in 2000 to 3.7% in 2030 
(Kinsella & Velkoff, 2001). 

At the same time, our aging societies are facing an increasingly digitalized 
world. Services and organizations, including governments, have increasingly 
moved information and resources online — and in some cases, these can only be 
accessed digitally (Wright & Hill, 2009). Older adults (those aged 65 and older) 
report significantly lower usage of advanced ICTs such as computers and smart- 
phones when compared to younger individuals (Heinz et al., 2013; Reisenwitz, 
Iyer, Kuhlmeier, & Eastman, 2007; van Deursen & Helsper, 2015; Van Volkom, 
Stapley, & Amaturo, 2014). These two phenomena taken together — lower use 
rates and increasing digitalization — have led to concerns that a “gray digital 
divide” will exclude elders (Friemel, 2016; Millward, 2003) and has been por- 
trayed as part of the larger “aging crisis” facing our societies (Wright & Hill, 
2009). 

But do our aging societies represent a crisis, or an opportunity? Are older 
adults able to get access to the digital products and services they need, and what 
about the products and services they want? How can organizations take advan- 
tage of this growing market? How can we understand older adult technology 
use, and how can we understand the diversity in such use? What are the charac- 
teristics of the older adult market for ICT? services and devices? 

The power of the ICT User Typology is that it allows classification of older 
adults into one of these five user types, helping us to understand how each of 
these types is introduced to, uses, and finds meaning in technology. For 
researchers, the ICT User Typology presents a theory of ICT adoption and use 
that may be insightful to apply in their own studies. For practitioners who work 
with older adults, the ICT User Typology presents an overview of the different 


?The ICT User Typology was developed based upon the study of ICTs that are mar- 
keted to the general public. This includes both physical ICTs (e.g., cell phones and 
computers) and software and applications (e.g., social networking applications and 
computer programs). ICTs include technologies such as computers, telephones (land- 
lines), cell phones, Internet, email, social networking software and applications, 
radio, television, and print media (magazines, catalogs, and newspapers). Internet 
and computer applications are also considered ICTs, such as Skype, word processing, 
digital image software, and so on. The theory also encapsulates assistive technologies 
that allow individuals to access the information or communication potential of these 
devices or media, such as “TV Ears” (a device that allows a hard of hearing listener 
to listen to a television). Assistive devices that do not allow a person to access a com- 
munication or information device (such as ramps, wheelchairs, and oxygen tanks) 
are not included. 
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ways older adults approach ICTs in their daily lives, illustrating which older 
adults are likely to take advantage of digital products and services and which 
older adults are at risk of exclusion, particularly if such use is required. For 
designers, the ICT User Typology guides the targeted and customized develop- 
ment of ICT products and services for the older adult market. 


The ICT User Typology: Use as Domestication Patterns 


The ICT User Typology suggests that there are five unique and easily identifi- 
able domestication patterns among older adults. Domestication is the process by 
which ICTs are brought from the larger outer world into individuals’ lives, 
developing routines of use and meaning (Silverstone & Hirsch, 1992; 
Silverstone, Hirsch, & Morley, 1994). Domestication looks beyond the simple 
adoption or ownership of a device to understand ICT use in a context-rich envi- 
ronment (Haddon, 2007; Lie & Sgrensen, 1996; Silverstone & Haddon, 1996; 
Silverstone et al., 1994) as a series of steps: 


e ICTs are first introduced to, or “appropriated” into a setting. During this 
time, ICTs are removed from the “public sphere” to acquire meaning in the 
“private sphere” of the home. Meanings in the private and public spheres are 
not necessarily similar: The same ICT can have vastly different meanings to 
different people. 

e The ICT is displayed and arranged in the home, and through the process of 
objectification, certain individuals in the home come to identify with and feel 
comfortable with these technologies, while others do not. 

e The ICT is used (or not), and this use is impacted by larger contextual factors 
in the home. 

e The ICT and its placement in the home (or on the person) develop meaning to 
both the individual and the larger social society and help in both self- 
identification and the identification of others, as users and non-users. 


As a broad theory of ICT domestication, the ICT User Typology demon- 
strates the importance of taking a multiple ICT perspective to understand the 
older adult use and non-use. While a few studies have examined how older 
adults use multiple ICTs (Hilt & Lipschultz, 2004), the existing literature has 
typically focused on exploring use and non-use of a single ICT per study (typi- 
cally computers and the Internet (van Deursen & Helsper, 2015; Xie & Jaeger, 
2008)). Such a perspective does not illustrate how a non-user compensates for 
non-use or how older adults integrate the use of various ICTs together. 
Instead, The ICT User Typology focuses on how older adults incorporate, 
reject, and integrate the spectrum of ICTs into their lives. For instance, the 
Traditionalist user type in older age relies on one or two “point people” to 
access the more modern ICTs they do not use, while they deeply appreciate 
and heavily use the more traditional ICTs of their youth (radio, television, and 
telephone). 
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The ICT User Typology: A Context-rich Gerontechnological 
Theory 


The ICT User Typology explores ICT use across older adults’ entire life con- 
texts: their family, work, community, and leisure lives. Most importantly, it cap- 
tures and describes older adults’ perspectives on their use, what makes them 
want to (or not want to) use a device, and what motivates them and why in their 
own words. 

Gerontechnology, or the interdisciplinary study of gerontology and technol- 
ogy, has existed since 1989 (Graafmans & Brouwers, 1989). Gerontechnologists 
come from a diversity of fields, ranging from the sciences to social sciences; and 
span academics, clinicians, and other practitioners. As can be imagined, the liter- 
ature in this area is quite diverse, being influenced both by the background of 
the researcher(s) and by the vast number of questions that can be asked about 
aging and technology. 

The goals of Gerontechnology research and application include not only pre- 
venting, accommodating for, and delaying the cognitive and physical declines 
related to aging, but also for using technology to enhance the lives of older 
adults. Beyond the fundamentals of being well-cared for, Gerontechnology also 
includes studies of how technology can be used to promote older adults’ life sat- 
isfaction, communication, social connectivity, and volunteerism (Fozard, 
Rietsema, Bourma, & Graafmans, 2000). Gerontechnology has tackled using 
technological solutions to provide health care to our aging population (Czaja, 
2016; Fischer, David, Crotty, Dierks, & Safran, 2014), smart home solutions 
(Majumder et al., 2017), and general guidelines for creating adaptive and inclu- 
sive technologies (Bouma, 2001). Gerontechnology has called for researchers to 
study all the areas of older adults’ lives: their health, family, community, leisure, 
and work lives (van Bronswijk, Bouma, & Fozard, 2002; van Bronswijk et al., 
2009). Recently, there have been calls for Gerontechnologists to not just under- 
stand what ICTs older adults are adopting, but how and why they are using 
them (Schulz et al., 2015). The ICT User Typology addresses both the how and 
the why of older adult ICT use. 

One important contribution that the field of Gerontology has made to the 
study of Gerontechnology has been the importance of understanding ICT use in 
terms of generations. Birth cohorts are groups of individuals who, by conse- 
quence of being born closely together, experience historical events at a similar 
life stage, developing a shared generational consciousness (Carlson, 2009; 
Edmunds & Turner, 2002; Eyerman & Turner, 1998). Media and technology is 
an important part of any generation’s experience (Naab & Schwarzenegger, 
2017). The ICT User Typology was developed using generational sensitive sam- 
pling of the youngest generation of individuals who had reached older adulthood 
in the United States: the Lucky Few (participants ranged in age from 66 to 76 at 
the time of the study (born in 1936—1946)). The Lucky Few are a small genera- 
tion born during the Great Depression and World War II(WWII). They tended 
to serve in the military during peacetime, while enjoying the benefits created for 
the WWII Generation that served before them, such as the GI Educational Bill. 
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The Lucky Few women made tremendous strides in joining the workforce com- 
pared to previous generations; however, this was mainly in “pink-collared” pro- 
fessions (as nurses, administrative assistants, teachers, etc.) (Carlson, 2008). 

Although the ICT User Typology was developed using a single generation of 
older adults, it is applicable to all generations/birth cohorts. Evidence from inter- 
views with the older adults’ families, friends, and coworkers indicates that these 
five user types are universal and likely found in all generations at mid-adulthood 
and beyond. These additional individuals interviewed in this study ranged in age 
from 27 to 85 (Millennials to the WWII Generation), and their perspectives on 
ICT use echoed the five user types described in this book. It is likely that a per- 
son’s user type is influenced by childhood and early adulthood interactions with 
technology, regardless of a person’s generation/birth cohort. 

While technological advances do not influence the essence of the types 
(Guardians will always be suspicious of all technology; Enthusiasts will always 
want the latest and greatest devices), the technologies an individual of a specific 
type prefers will reference their generational technological experiences. For 
instance, Traditionalists prefer the technologies of their youth. For members of 
the Lucky Few birth cohort (born in 1929—1946), the technologies of their youth 
were radio, television, and telephones. For members of the Millennial birth 
cohort (born in 1983—2001), the technologies of their youth were computers, 
cell phones (including smartphones), and social media (in addition to television 
and radio). Therefore, a Millennial Traditionalist will prefer the media of his/her 
youth (cell phones, social media, etc.) rather than newer technologies that 
develop in the future. What makes a Traditionalist is not their non-use of com- 
puters, but instead, the fact that they reject forms of technology that were not 
available in their youth. Chapter 8 explores the implications of the user typology 
for younger generations in-depth. Since the influences of childhood and early 
adulthood are incredibly important in shaping individual’s tendencies to become 
one type over another, Chapter 10 details the implications of the ICT User 
Typology for both gerontologists and childhood educational programs. 

Chapters 2 through 6 deal with an extensive description of each of the five 
user types: the Enthusiast, Practicalist, Socializer, Traditionalist, and the 
Guardian. In these chapters, we hear directly from older adults. We peek into 
their homes and workspaces and come to understand ICT use from their own 
perspectives. Chapter 7 summarizes and contrasts the five user types. Chapter 8 
explores the applicability of the ICT User Typology beyond the Lucky Few gen- 
eration, exploring its impacts across generations. Chapter 9 grounds the ICT 
User Typology within other theoretical perspectives, understanding its fit within 
the gerontechnological and technology use literature. Chapter 10 provides 
recommendations for applying the user typology for practitioners and scholars. 
Chapter 11 provides a detailed methodological description of how the ICT User 
Typology was developed, allowing further study and possible replication not 
only in older adult populations, but also in younger populations as well. A 
Glossary of terms is included. 

The next chapter takes us into the lives of Enthusiasts to understand their 
love of “all things with plugs” (Alice). 
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Chapter 2 


Enthusiasts: The Technological Evangelists 


Oh, I love technology. I have ever since I started using it way, 
way back when. But I just fell in love. I love everything from 
the word processor to the projector to making film strips. 
Recordkeeping is so easy and when I discovered spreadsheets, 
I was just in love. ’ve enjoyed the advantages of this kind of 
thing ever since they started making it available. I’m like a little 
kid in a candy store. I love to play around with everything — 
I just love this stuff. Love it. Love it! (Fred) 


Love. Play. Fun. Toys. 

To hear an Enthusiast speak about Information and Communication 
Technology (ICT) is to listen to a love ballad and, with the other ear, to listen to 
a five-year-old bursting with excitement in a candy store. Fred, in his edited 
quote, represents the essential Enthusiast relationship with technology: one of 
adoration and excitement. In the original transcript, Fred continues for two 
pages to talk about all the technologies he loves. When you speak with an 
Enthusiast about technology, you open the floodgates to hearing about their 
passion — and their passion is most definitely technology. 

Enthusiasts’ lives center on ICTs. They tend to have been exposed to ICTs 
early in childhood, in mostly positive interactions. They push technologies in 
their everyday lives to be used across work, family, community, and leisure tasks 
and relationships. They tend to form close bonds with other Enthusiasts, while 
filling their homes with ICTs in prominent places. Above all, ICTs invoke feel- 
ings of excitement — and using an ICT is much more play than work. 


Formative Experiences 


Enthusiasts tend to point toward a lifelong interest in technology that started at 
an early age, oftentimes with encouragement from their family members and 
older friends to explore technologies. Enthusiasts of this generation were the 
kids who often took apart their televisions, created kit radios, and modified their 
cars. When asked about their relationship with ICTs, they often share vivid 
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memories from childhood about encountering a new technology for the first 
time. For instance, Fred spoke about his first encounter with television: 


I remember the first TV I saw [...] it was a little TV screen, in a 
big box. It was black and white. In the Fifties there were only 
three channels in my city. After 11:30 at night the only thing on 
was a test pattern. That was the early Fifties. It was amazing and 
so nobody on our street had a TV. And then the one kid I hung 
around with on the street their family got a TV. We’d go down 
there and watch TV and they had the fights on Friday and that 
was about it. But it was amazing. Later they had movies on TV, 
you could watch the news [...] it was great! (Fred) 


While Fred speaks about how limited early television was (with only the 
fights broadcast on Fridays), he also speaks in terms of amazement and enthusi- 
asm. In their descriptions, Enthusiasts focus on the technology itself and their 
personal relationship with it. While other types see technology as being a tool to 
get something done or a connector between people, Enthusiasts think using tech- 
nology (even for mundane tasks) is simply fun play. In childhood, this fascina- 
tion was often encouraged by those around the Enthusiast. In particular, 
Enthusiasts were encouraged to “tinker,” to take technologies apart and put 
them back together: 


My father was a mathematician engineer and he was career 
Army. He was into technology and electronics, so he would come 
home and bring radios and all kinds of stuff. So, I guess from the 
time I was a kid there was stuff around to play with. He would 
let me play with anything he brought home, and I just got into it. 
I’ve always just had this thing for playing with technology. (Fred) 


Fred speaks about how his father was instrumental in his early love of tech- 
nology by encouraging him to “play” with new gadgets. Similarly, Harry speaks 
about his grandfather, who tended to be on the leading edge of technologies and 
who let Harry play with his shortwave technology and other things that were 
available in his service department: 


My grandfather ran the service department at a car dealership in 
the 1920s. My grandfather was an early adopter of technology 
and I grew up and around his shop. So, I think I grew up with 
the love of technology. My grandfather was always messing with 
new things. There was a shortwave radio that was my granddad’s 
and it was a Zenith which in the 1950s was an equivalent of the 
iPod. I always used it in his office and when he passed away I got 
the radio. So, I grew up in a technical environment, around cars 
being fixed and electronics. I was interested in electronics when 
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I was a kid. My grandfather was the first kind of direct influence, 
and I don’t really think anybody in particular really matched his 
influence on me. I got into ham radio in the Boy Scouts and 
I built a ham radio from a kit and did ham radio stuff and 
I really think that is because of my grandfather’s encouragement. 
(Harry) 


Enthusiasts, unlike other types, tend to be able to point to one person who 
has been pivotal in their journey with technology, resulting in the development 
of what has become a lifelong love affair with “things with plugs” (Alice). Harry 
could point to his grandfather as being the most influential person in his rela- 
tionship with technology, while Fred pointed toward his father. At times, these 
relationships could be quite fragile due to other factors, but the love of technol- 
ogy helped to maintain a connection. Fred shared that his relationship with his 
father was strained as Fred had chosen the career path of a teacher and an artist 
(and later an IT professional) rather than an engineer, as his father had wanted. 
However, throughout their relationship, they could always find a common 
ground over technology. 

As Enthusiasts grow older, their “toys” tend to become bigger. Male 
Enthusiasts often turned toward “hot rodding” their cars by adding speakers 
and trying to make them faster: 


I was also fiddling in high school and college with car radios try- 
ing to beef up my car radio to make it not one speaker like they 
all had. I wanted five speakers if I could put them in. I’ve always 
just had a thing about machinery. (Fred) 


So, when I got out of the service I ended up going to college and 
I needed money. I gravitated towards cars, so I started selling 
cars for this little sports car dealership in a Midwest City. Some 
of the guys that were racing cars were having trouble keeping 
their cars running so I started making deals with them that 
I would rebuild their engine in return for being able to use their 
car to go through driver’s school. You had to go through four or 
six races in driver’s school and then you had to do six novice 
races. So, the deal was that I would fix their car and for racing 
weekend I would use it for the novice race and they would use it 
for the more advanced race, so it worked out pretty well. So, 
I ended up starting racing cars by working on them, I fixed them 
and stuff. Then after college I won a major motor race and 
I went off on kind of this quixotic exercise of becoming a profes- 
sional racecar driver which didn’t work out. But in the course of 
it I got quite a reputation for fixing racing cars and then street 
cars, so I ended up with a car shop in a [North Eastern State]. 
I became the go to guy for exotic cars and stuff like that because 
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they required a little higher level of mechanical insight to do 
that... so Pve always been interested in technology. Mechanics 
and technology. (Harry) 


As Enthusiasts grow older, their interest in technology leads them to careers 
that often have a heavy technological focus. Enthusiasts see technology as being 
an important part of their career trajectory and often credit their love of technol- 
ogy as being the determining factor in their career choices. Harry, for instance, 
credits technology with “saving” him from becoming a delinquent, leading him 
instead on a career path to becoming an Information Technology (IT) 
professional: 


I really thought that when I grew up I wanted to be an aeronauti- 
cal engineer. I didn’t have a real drive for it and so in a way tech- 
nology saved me [...] I was a very bright student but I did not do 
well with authority. I had a lot of problems at home and I wasn’t 
quite a delinquent, but I probably wasn’t far from becoming one. 
The reason I ended up in the Army was I wanted to be a pilot 
and no other service would take someone without a high school 
diploma. The Army said, “since youre a little young for flight 
school you can go to helicopter mechanics school first.” So, 
I became a helicopter mechanic and in that time I ended up not 
going to flight school. I ended up realizing three years in the 
Army was going to be enough. So, I had a very vocational focus 
but a pretty high level education in both aircraft mechanics, 
structures, and in electronics for doing the systems and stuff like 
that. Then I went on to fix cars, because of my electronics and 
mechanical background [...] 


[Later] I started working in the physics lab. Pd always been inter- 
ested in electronics and stuff. I built radios as a kid and I had got- 
ten the electronics experience in the military. One of the reasons 
I got the job in the physics lab was being able to do electronics 
troubleshooting and maintenance; design and build power sup- 
plies, and stuff like that. That put me in touch with working on 
systems and that’s how I came to do IT systems work. (Harry) 


While not all Enthusiasts become IT professionals, all the older adult IT pro- 
fessionals in this study were Enthusiasts, and all Enthusiasts choose to incorpo- 
rate heavy use of ICTs into their work lives. Alice, the only Lucky Few female 
Enthusiast in the study, had a slightly different journey with technology 
throughout her life. Alice was encouraged to be involved with technology from 
a young age, and in adulthood she chose to become a nurse, at one time working 
as a medical administrative assistant. While most would not see technology tak- 
ing a central point in this type of work, Alice noted that she often “pushed” 
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technology in her workplace to be as efficient and effective as possible, even 
early in her career: 


Many years ago, I was a nurse secretary in a big office. I had an 
electronic typewriter, which I programmed as much as I could. It 
made my job so much easier and efficient. When I left that office, 
there was one secretary who was really a bitch and she said “oh 
when you leave Pd love to have your computer — your type- 
writer!” I said, “oh sure!” I brought it into her and I said, “Here’s 
my typewriter,” and what she didn’t know is that I had erased all 
the programs I had put on there. I knew that she couldn’t 
figure that out. Pve always pushed the technology to make it 
work for me. (Alice) 


While most of the administrative assistants Alice worked with did not spend 
time programming their typewriters, she spent extensive time researching and 
finding out how she could program various shortcuts into the system. Alice 
greatly enjoyed this task, as well as how it benefited her during her work. 


Introduction to ICTs 


Enthusiasts are the most likely, of all the types, to seek out new ICTs (or to 
update their ICT forms to the latest version) on their own, often out of curiosity. 
Enthusiasts rely heavily on media to stay aware of new ICTs and updates, as 
well as to learn new techniques and methods for using their ICTs. In particular, 
they rely on technical columns, blogs, and magazines: 


I had been reading Byte Magazine for years. Pd say Byte was a 
big mentor for me, that’s how I got started in technology when 
I came to the area [...] I still read a lot of technical blogs. (Harry) 


I read about stuff. I get the local paper so I read all the tech col- 
umns when they come out. Then often Fred and I discuss what 
I read. (Alice) 


Alice speaks about the importance of not only reading about new ICTs, but 
also sharing that knowledge with others. Enthusiasts are the most likely of all 
the types to try out something new, to play with a new technology, and experi- 
ment with it: 


I’m bolder than Fred is so I will go out and try something before 
he does, or I'll put my foot down and say “no, I want to do this.” 
He’s always gifting me technology. Quite a few years ago my 
small color photo printer died, and he said, “well Pl get you 
another one” and he’s looking at mid-priced ones. I had been 
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working with another photographer and I learned about the 
more expensive printers. So, I told Fred Pm going to buy the 
printer because I didn’t want to ask him to buy a very expensive 
one. About two years after that they had come out with an even 
better one so then he bought that. It was the same thing with the 
Smartphone. Once we have the same stuff, we learn from each 
other. (Alice about Fred) 


Fred and Alice, Enthusiasts who were life partners (and both participants in 
this study), demonstrate an important aspect of technology to Enthusiasts: it 
underlies many of their relationships and their shared interest in technology 
helps them to form a bond of friendship, and in some cases (such as Fred and 
Alice), even romantic partnership. Enthusiasts share technologies and learn 
from one another. Unlike the other types, however, the introduction to ICTs in 
these relationships is not one-sided. Relationships with Enthusiasts evoke tech- 
nology sharing between both individuals, and in some cases, this technology 
sharing is the basis of the relationship. For instance, Fred shares how Tom first 
introduced him to the Internet in the early 1990s: 


Well Tom and I were friends to begin with, so it was a mutual 
interest in technology [...] It was shortly after we met that we 
both had 286 computers. Tom started on Prodigy [an early 
Internet service] before I did, actually he was the one that talked 
me into giving it a shot. Well I went to his house and I had my 
original computer with two big 5% inch floppy disks. Pd see 
Prodigy advertised and I thought “well that’s sort of interesting 
but I don’t know.” So, I’'d go to Tom’s house and he’d go and 
show me Prodigy. He had email which was something new. 
There were groups that you could join, so if you’re a photogra- 
pher you could get [in a group] with all the photographers. After 
he showed it to me a couple of times and I thought, “Gee it’s 
only $4 a month I can do that” and so I got into it. Then it was a 
case of every five months getting a new modem that was just a 
tiny bit faster. So, we were both interested in the computer. 
I guess he has an affinity for machines too. Actually, we started 
with our shared interest in photography, but our love of technol- 
ogy grew from there. (Fred about his friend Tom) 


Enthusiasts are eager to hear how their friends are using a technology and 
encourage their friends to try their latest technological discoveries. Tom showed 
Fred the Internet every time Fred came to his house, encouraging him to try it, 
since it was low risk. Friendships (and relationships in general) tend to be an 
important part of how Enthusiasts are introduced to new technologies. In fact, 
Enthusiasts tend to prefer to have many of their relationships with others who 
are technically savvy. In some cases, technology can become the basis for 
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romantic relationships. Fred and Alice met each other online, in the early days 
of Internet message boards: 


In the old days of Prodigy there was a photography board that 
I was on and this lady comes on looking for information about 
venting a dark room. So, I sent her some information. So, we 
message back and forth a little bit, and then maybe a year later 
or quite a few months later here’s this person looking for post- 
mortem photography. I’ve been into cemetery things forever too, 
so I sent her a couple of emails on where to find some good ceme- 
tery stones and I suggested “well, why don’t we get together?” 
We decided to meet because we lived close to each other. I said 
“well, would you like me to take you to a cemetery?” I know 
how to show a girl a good time. (Laughing.) So, we went that 
day and it just started a friendship. This was 15 or 16 years ago. 
(Fred on his relationship with Alice) 


I met Fred online, on a bulletin board. First, I was asking for 
help with my darkroom. Then later I was doing a class at my 
local community college on death and dying. I was interested in 
the use of photography in death and mourning. So, I went back 
to the bulletin boards and the same man who helped me with the 
dark room said “I don’t know if you remember me, but I helped 
you with your darkroom a while ago. I know some neat places in 
nearby cemeteries.” So, we met in person and we were friends 
first. Then we fell in love. (Alice on her relationship with Fred) 


ICTs, their use, and sharing technology remain an important part of Alice 
and Fred’s relationship to this day. Enthusiasts enjoy receiving and giving tech- 
nological gifts; to Enthusiasts, the best type of gift is a technology: 


The last thing Fred got me as a gift was the new laptop. My 
bank is very good at Internet security. A service representative 
there called me and said “we were tracking your purchases and 
we had one that does not sound right. It was yesterday morning 
and it was a $200 withdrawal from an ATM on Main Street.” 
And I was thinking where is Main Street? Then I realized it could 
be Fred! I asked the service representative for the account that it 
was drawn on. It was my joint account with Fred and I said, “no 
that’s fine.” So then when I called Fred about it he said some bad 
words and he said, “they’ve ruined my surprise!” The next day 
I come downstairs and there’s the laptop with gift bows stuck on 
it! (Alice) 


Alice and Fred spoke about many of the gifts they had bought each other 
over the years. As Enthusiasts, their most memorable gifts to one another were 
“things with plugs” (Alice), and included smartphones, laptops, printers, and 
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cameras. In many ways, gifting these ICTs is important not only on the gift giv- 
ing occasion, but because Fred and Alice spend a significant portion of time 
using, discussing, sharing, and teaching each other new things about technology; 
these gifts strengthen the relationship. In many ways, technology gifts represent 
a physical manifestation of their shared love of technology and its importance in 
their relationship. 


ICT Use 


Enthusiasts, noted by their love of ICTs, are interested in finding ways to use all 
of their ICTs in as many ways as possible, but also in moving as many processes 
from paper-based systems to digitalized ways of completing the same tasks. For 
instance, Alice speaks about how she moved her recipe collection to a digital 
format: 


I started about six years ago putting as many recipes as I could 
put on my main computer. And I printed out a loose-leaf note- 
book for my daughter. Then I had a law student living here with 
me for a while and when she graduated I gave a similar one to 
her. I got to thinking, “why am I always printing out all this 
stuff? I have a computer.” Fred gave me the little computer, a 
notebook I guess it’s called, so I brought all those digital recipes 
down and put them on the notebook. So now all I do is if Pm 
looking for something that I don’t have a recipe for, I just take 
the notebook and I go on the Internet. Then I cut and paste what 
I find into a Word document, and then I’ve got it right there. So, 
I don’t even really bother printing anything out anymore. (Alice) 


Enthusiasts view using ICTs as fun and play, so their perspective is: why not 
have more fun and play in every aspect of my daily life? To achieve this, they 
are constantly investigating and experimenting with ways to integrate a single 
ICT across all the different areas of their lives: family, community, work, and 
leisure. Like Alice with her recipes on her notebook computer, Enthusiasts con- 
stantly look at ways to update and improve their lives through technology. 

Alice originally had purchased her smartphone for personal use (inspired by 
Fred’s purchase). She found many uses for her smartphone in her family and lei- 
sure life, but soon also discovered uses in her work as a home healthcare nurse: 


My smartphone is amazing. I’m always using it for the Internet. 
It’s got really neat games! I’m a game person. But I use it in other 
areas of my life too. I was doing a temporary nursing case with a 
woman. Among other things I had to take her vital signs every 
day. I got there one day and darn it if my watch battery hadn’t 
stopped. I just very quickly got on the smartphone, downloaded 
an app for an analog watch, turned it on, and there I was able to 
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take the vitals and I was done! But I use it in other ways too. 
I started taking a couple pictures and showing them to one young 
patient and the next thing I knew she was picking up the phone 
on her own and looking for them. I’m always taking pictures and 
printing them out for her. I take the pictures on my phone 
because she can use my iPhone. She’s got the mentality of a pre- 
kindergartner or maybe Ist grader but she uses the iPhone [...] 
it’s been a great use of my iPhone. So, I take pictures of situa- 
tions that make her uncomfortable. For example, she does not 
like the dentist. Her father has this habit of not telling her what’s 
going on just saying “get in the car we’re going for a ride,” and it 
could turn out to be something fun like going to the mall or could 
be going to the dentist. I don’t think that’s fair, so I will tell her 
in advance this is what we’re going to do. So, if I have pictures of 
it it’s much better, so the last time at the dentist I took pictures of 
her in the dental chair and they gave her a latex glove that she 
loves. So now she goes to those pictures all the time and she looks 
at them and says, “Glove, Dr. Smith.” So that’s a good prep for 
her, I do that on a lot of different things with her. (Alice) 


Enthusiasts are the most likely of any of the types to be serious in playing 
digital or virtual games: all of the Enthusiasts in the study stated that they 
played digital games of some type. Alice was the most serious gamer and, 
through online gaming, had made several enduring friendships. While Alice 
began using her smartphone mostly for games (leisure activities), she quickly 
found uses for it in her work life. At first, these were relatively simple functions 
(such as replacing her watch) but eventually grew to her using her phone in 
more complex situations, such as a visual aid for her home healthcare patient. 

Enthusiasts’ use of ICTs is not simply spread across various areas of their 
lives, but they are constantly looking for ways to “stretch” the use of a single 
device to different life contexts. Like Alice looking for ways to use her smart- 
phone in her work or her notebook computer in cooking, Harry and Fred also 
looked for innovative ways to “stretch” devices in their daily lives: 


I use my computer all the time. I now have four computers, 
I have my base computer which is my big desktop and then 
I have two laptops, three laptops. Well two laptops and a 
Smartphone, which I consider a computer. I use them to do 
things. I do an awful lot of image processing, web searching, 
research, etc., etc. I use them for teaching and presenting, they’re 
just a part and parcel. I have a projector when I’m talking some- 
where that does not provide a projector. I use my computers to 
produce things for teaching classes. I use my computer for pro- 
ducing things, for putting talks together, teaching, for making lit- 
tle teaching units. I am just now dipping my toe into the not 
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podcasting but learning how to actually put good audio on my 
computer via microphone and using a little mixer and whatever. 
Į use it for entertainment; a lot of what I look at on my computer 
is strictly entertainment. I start my day by reading Arts and 
Letters Daily, Salon, Slate, New York Times, the Wall Street 
Journal, just to get myself into what’s happening during the day. 
I’m not a gamer but I have wasted many an hour playing Doom 
or solitaire. Once I started playing seriously with Photoshop 
I found I had barely scratched the surface. There are many web- 
sites that have wonderful lessons on Photoshop. I guess the one 
thing I haven’t talked about yet but obviously the computer is 
wonderful for emailing people, communicating with other people. 
(Fred) 


As you can see, Enthusiasts see many different uses for a single ICT across 
many different areas of their lives. Fred uses his computer for work (teaching 
and presenting), leisure (entertainment and gaming), community use, and com- 
munication with family and friends. When you ask how Enthusiasts use a single 
device, they typically name every major life context and how they use it in those 
contexts, often speaking for upwards of 10 or 15 minutes about a single device. 
This is in contrast to other types, such as Practicalists (Chapter 3), who tend to 
see a single device as being primarily for one life context (such as primarily for 
work rather than family). 

Another unique trait of Enthusiasts is that they are often the “technological 
change agents” in their work. Their views on their workplaces (even those who 
work in IT professional roles, such as Harry and Fred) are that their employers 
are simply not using enough technology or not using the technologies they have 
to the fullest extent. Although Alice did not work directly in IT (she worked as a 
home healthcare nurse), she was often pushing her office to adopt more 
technology: 


I think IT is great. I would encourage my home health nurse 
office to do more of it. I would prefer to email a lot of stuff. Pm 
not a “going to the office person.” Pd rather email paperwork. 
But because of HIPAA they’re antsy about privacy issues, so 
I can’t even email something that has a client’s name. I find that 
absolutely ridiculous seeing as how other places such as other 
doctor’s offices go electronically between each other etc., etc. 
(Alice) 


As Alice states, she wishes her office would adopt more technologically savvy 
ways of doing things, such as Electronic Health Records (EHRs). Enthusiasts 
tend to not be exposed to or adopt a technology because of their work life. 
Instead, they are the people who are bringing new technologies and ways of 
doing things into their work environments that they first encountered elsewhere. 
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For instance, Alice (as mentioned previously) had adopted a smartphone in her 
personal life and then started using it for work. She shared with many of her 
coworkers the advantages they would have if they also adopted such ICTs. 

Just as in the introduction of ICTs to Enthusiasts’ lives, relationships are very 
important in the use of ICTs. Enthusiasts, as mentioned before, tend to bond 
with others over the use of technology. Harry found that he had developed a 
very close relationship with one of his daughters because of her technical work. 
Harry’s daughter Katrina reflected that technical discussions had brought them 
closer: 


Information technology gives us (my father Harry and I) some- 
thing else to talk about and some common ground, so he talks 
about what’s new, like the newest cell phone. ’'ve shown him my 
computer or my work and we'll talk about it. Whereas my mom 
might not know what I’m talking about or might not care just 
because she doesn’t know about it. For my job I edit video on a 
computer a lot. Harry has started to do that, and he’ll have sug- 
gestions for me, and so we talk about that a lot. I call him for 
questions more than not. He’s sort of known as the computer guy 
for the family. My brother, my sisters, my aunts and uncles, they 
all call my dad for computer problems or computer suggestions. 
He is the technical support guy [in our family]. [But] they’re not 
usually the oldest. (Katrina about her father Harry) 


Everyone around Enthusiasts easily recognizes their love of technology. As 
Katrina spoke about, because of Enthusiasts’ timely and extensive knowledge of 
ICTs, they tend to become the technical “help” people for less technical family 
members, friends, and coworkers. It is interesting to note that Katrina mentions 
how “every family” has such an unofficial technical support person, but it is not 
often an elder. This underscores that Enthusiasts are indeed experts in 
technology — not simply experts in technology for their age. In fact, because of 
their love of technology, many of their friends, family, and coworkers expect 
them to be knowledgeable about all forms of technology and devices: 


Patty (coworker, friend) thinks I should know all the technical 
answers if she has a technical problem and if there’s some issue 
with like a website or something she’ll call and ask me. I mean 
her expectations are that I know about computer hardware and 
computer technology, which is pretty much everyone’s expecta- 
tion. (Harry) 


As a result of their love of and for technology, Enthusiasts tend to, on the 
whole, embrace this role as an unofficial technical support person. Occasionally, 
they may be irritated by this role, but it is important to note that their expertise 
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transcends their age, and they break many of the stereotypes the average person 
has about older adults’ ICT use. 

Enthusiasts want to expand and stretch every ICT they use over every context 
of their lives, so their surroundings reflect their desires to constantly be in touch 
with their devices. Their homes and workplaces have ICTs prominently placed 
to facilitate their use in every life context (family, work, leisure, and 
community). 


ICT Display 


When one walks into the home of an Enthusiast, one is confronted almost 
immediately by some form of an ICT. Enthusiasts love using technology in 
every aspect of their lives; to be used often, ICTs must be accessible and readily 
available. 

It is important to note that Enthusiasts make no attempt to hide their ICTs, 
unlike some of the other user types. They tend not to have cabinets that close 
over the television or over their computers, hiding them and making them less 
accessible. Making any technology inaccessible would prevent use, and 
Enthusiasts enjoy using their ICTs — constantly. They are quite proud of the 
ICTs they own, and such ownership is an important part of their identity. 
Technologies form the centers of their rooms, with furniture organized around 
their televisions and stereos. These ICTs represent the “digital hearth” of their 
homes — instead of their furniture being orientated to the fireplace, it is orien- 
tated toward ICTs (Flynn, 2003). When walking into their home, the first thing 
that a person often notices are objects such as computers, televisions, stereos, 
and phones. 

As can be seen in Alice’s home (Figure 1), one is immediately confronted by 
several pieces of technology — her television, stereo, and video players are 


Figure 1. Alice’s Living Room, Seen From her Front Door. 
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readily available and feature prominently in the room. They cannot be missed 
when you enter her front door, despite her ability to arrange them in multiple 
locations in this room that would not be in someone’s direct line of sight upon 
entering her home. 

You will likely also notice that the cabinet is open, despite the fact that it 
shuts, hiding the DVD player and VCR. When asked if she normally shut this 
cabinet, she said she shut it only rarely. She commonly leaves it open, as once 
she shuts it, she tends to open it up almost immediately again. Alice commented 
that she “liked the appearance of technology” and while she was happy that 
designers were thinking more about how ICTs looked, she was often frustrated 
by the “ugliness of the cords.” While she saw no need to hide the technologies 
themselves, she was not happy with the unsightly cords that came with them. 

The armchair, barely visible to the right of Figure 1, is where Alice leaves her 
laptop when it is not in use. Typically, when she is sitting on the chair she is 
using the laptop with the television or stereo on. Enthusiasts enjoy using multi- 
ple ICTs at once, as Alice shared when I called her one afternoon to arrange her 
next interview: 


I was sitting here and working on a slideshow. Give me a minute 
to turn the television down [...] I’m trying to manipulate several 
photos in Photoshop and have a bunch of programs open on my 
computer: I often work on several things at once with the TV 
running. (Alice) 


Such multi-ICT use is very common with Enthusiasts. Hence, their environ- 
ment tends to cluster many ICTs in the same location. Since Enthusiasts love 
using ICTs they fill their house with technologies to allow frequent use. Unlike 
some other types, which may have a single computer in their office, Enthusiasts 
are likely to own multiple computers spread throughout their home, allowing 
use whenever and wherever the mood strikes (which for Enthusiasts is often): 


So, my computer upstairs is a desktop. The laptop here [in the 
living room] I use for email and some things like slideshows and 
stuff like that. I have a little one that Pve got in the kitchen and 
I use that when I travel and basically, it’s my cooking computer. 
T’ve got all my recipes on it, which is great. I call that my kitchen 
computer. (Alice) 


These computers all serve slightly different purposes. But as a typical 
Enthusiast, Alice having multiple devices does not result in “extras” being stored 
away or unused — but indeed every device is used, almost daily. Having compu- 
ters in three places in her home allowed Alice to “play” with a computer wher- 
ever she may be, and whatever she may be doing, whether television watching or 
cooking. 
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Fred, who lived independently from Alice (despite their romantic partner- 
ship), keeps his technology in his “command center,” an attic space in which he 
spends nearly 90% of his waking time at home. When one walks up the stairs 
into Fred’s command center, one immediately sees his computer, several prin- 
ters, and various other technologies. 

Much like Alice, Fred’s technology takes center stage. In addition to a com- 
puter, printer and stereo, he also has a large amount of digital photography 
equipment, including cameras and lights, as well as a high-resolution scanner 
and other equipment. He would like to air condition this space, as well as add a 
bathroom, as this would make the space more inviting. He states that no matter 
the conditions, however, he would choose to be in this space with his 
technology: 


If I had a bathroom I could spend all day up there. I’ve been 
thinking about putting one in. There’s a sink and a refrigerator 
so I keep soda in there, but it’s generally comfortable up there. 
Now come mid-July and August even with the air conditioner, 
sometimes it isn’t that great but it’s livable. I just sit in my under- 
shirt when it gets too hot. The air conditioner does the job and in 
front of it is a fan to blow the cool air around. So, yeah, it’s liv- 
able up there and during the winter I actually have this heater 
thing, that’s been an amazing. I just got it last winter. I’d use the 
space either way — too hot or too cold, but the reality is Pd be 
up there whether I had heat or cooling. But heating and cooling 
is nice to have. (Fred) 


For Fred, the use of technology takes precedence over physical comfort. 

Enthusiasts’ homes contain ICTs in almost every living area possible, includ- 
ing the bathrooms. The mobility of technology makes it easier for Enthusiasts to 
use ICTs in such locations. Alice commented that, “Before I got rid of my land- 
lines because of the cost and just went to the cell phone, I had phones every- 
where in the house. I even had one in the bathroom!” For Enthusiasts, even the 
call of nature cannot separate them from their “fun toys.” 

Enthusiasts love their technologies, and their homes reflect this love and the 
central place ICTs have in their lives. Their placement of ICTs throughout their 
homes as the focal points of rooms demonstrates the centrality of these devices 
in their daily lives. This display is quite different from other user types, some of 
which place ICTs in specific areas (Practicalists) or may attempt to hide them 
(Guardians). 


ICT Meaning 


Technology tends to be a common thread that runs throughout Enthusiasts’ 
lives, as Fred speaks about: 
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Two things have really shaped my life: photography and technol- 
ogy. I’ve been a photographer since I was in elementary school. 
I like photography, even dickered with the idea that maybe 
I would in college do something artistic. I was probably in 5th or 
6th grade my father bought me a camera and I’ve been fascinated 
with cameras and really got into photography. Now even though 
I’m not an engineer, my dad would occasionally bring home these 
really fancy radios and whatever and so I got interested in elec- 
tronics and then in college I got even more into it. If you wanted 
high fidelity it meant buying a kit and a soldering iron and you 
put it together. So, Pve always been interested in that kind of 
stuff. Technology got me jobs, and photography was always 
there. There are two themes in my life: technology and photogra- 
phy. (Fred) 


It is important to recognize the multiple meanings that technology has for 
Fred, mirrored in all Enthusiasts. In childhood, it was an interesting hobby (lei- 
sure) and in adulthood it became a profession (work). However, ICTs go beyond 
just simply being work and/or leisure to Fred. Technology is a lifelong passion 
and, much like photography, was something that was always there for Fred, no 
matter the circumstances. Returning now to the quote we read at the beginning 
of the chapter, we can see how technology is more than just devices to complete 
tasks or to maintain relationships, but instead represents a much deeper set of 
meanings to Enthusiasts: 


Oh, I love technology. I have ever since I started using it way, 
way back when. But I just fell in love. I love everything from the 
word processor to the projector to making film strips...I was just 
in love. I’ve enjoyed the advantages of this kind of thing ever 
since they started making it available. I’m like a little kid in a 
candy store. I love to play around with everything I just love this 
stuff. Love it. Love it! (Fred) 


These feelings were echoed by all the Enthusiasts, who when asked to 
describe their feelings toward technology responded with words such as “love,” 
“toys,” “fun,” and “play.” Harry describes his own attitude toward technology 
when reflecting back upon his relationship with photography: 


I’ve played with digital cameras. P’ve had a digital camera since 
the beginning — to use here at work — because we had digital 
cameras going back to the very first one [...] And they are great 
fun. (Harry) 


It is important to note that Enthusiasts have a great sense of attachment to 
their ICTs. They often feel nostalgic toward their devices and software. Fred 
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speaks of his love and sense of nostalgia toward one program he enjoyed using, 
called Sidekick: 


I had started using years and years ago, an application called 
Sidekick. And Sidekick was a three-part program: it had a data- 
base, it kept records, mostly names and addresses but it was actu- 
ally a little database, you could keep just about anything you 
wanted on it. It could be a record of names and addresses and 
you could have separate databases. These could be my personal 
friends, these could be galleries, and they could be just vendors 
that I use. It was very easy to look up information. It had a cal- 
endar with it so you could keep records of appointments. Up 
until Windows Vista it worked fine. Now I’m piecing together 
over four pieces of software to get anything near what Sidekick 
did and I still don’t have the functionality. I really miss Sidekick. 
I considered going back to Windows XP, but that doesn’t really 
make sense. I wish they come up with a new version of Sidekick, 
I really miss it. (Fred) 


In Fred’s language, you can easily see that he was attached to Sidekick not 
just because of its functionality (although that was a major part), but because he 
deeply enjoyed using it. Enthusiasts tend to form an emotional attachment to 
their technologies and, therefore, regret losing more than just their function: 
they miss the technology and the experience of using it. While the other user 
types discussed in this book may speak toward the functionality lost, the empha- 
sis would not be on “missing” the technology — an emotional word that Fred 
chose purposely, because the loss of Sidekick was greater than just a loss of 
function — but a loss of enjoyment. 

Despite their feelings of nostalgia, Enthusiasts are the most likely type to 
update their software and devices because they want to try new things and 
obtain the latest functionality. However, like all users (regardless of age) they 
struggle with updates that result in more dramatic changes to the user interface 
or functions. As Alice shares, she had difficulty using a newer version of 
Photoshop and kept using her older version on her older laptop until it failed: 


I find the longer I have a piece of equipment, especially the 
smartphone, the more I find out about it [...]. So, Pm still fighting 
with Photoshop, but I’m getting better at it. For about a year 
until the old laptop died I was sitting down here using the old 
version of Photoshop, which was like three or four down from 
the new one, and putting my finished product on a thumb drive 
and going upstairs printing it because I could do in 10 minutes 
what it was taking me two hours to figure out on the new [ver- 
sion]. The fact that they change these things and end up confus- 
ing people is difficult. Don’t get me wrong — I’m not going to 
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stop using Photoshop, but I’m hesitant to upgrade once I know 
how to use a piece of software. (Alice) 


As you can see, Alice is determined to use the newer version of Photoshop, 
but is struggling with it. Unlike some other types, who may be more likely to 
quit using software or hardware they find challenging (or ask someone else 
to complete the task) Enthusiasts tend to keep trying. They are the most likely 
to update of all the types, but they weigh any potential update by considering 
the increased functionality against the time it will take to learn the new version. 

Enthusiasts realize that their love of “things with cords” (Alice) and technol- 
ogy in general is quite different from most of the population. When asked to 
talk about their technology use in comparison to others their age, they often 
said that they were much more advanced. Alice shared the following: 


Tm quite high tech for my age group. I do know I am quite high 
tech but there’s a lot of people that are more high tech than me 
of different ages because that’s the circles that I run in. I prefer 
hanging out with people who are tech savvy, but I know a lot of 
people my age would think that is strange. In fact, a lot of people 
younger than me would think my level of tech savvy is strange! 
(Alice) 


Alice’s comment recognizes that her heavy use and, in particular, her enthusi- 
asm for ICTs are quite different from those of the general population. In fact, 
all the Enthusiasts in the study labeled their use as different not only from other 
people of the same age, but also from even people who were younger. Fred rec- 
ognized that many people likely would think that his love of ICTs was “weird,” 
unless of course, they also loved technology. 


Enthusiasts: The Technological Evangelists 


One can think of Enthusiasts as evangelists for ICTs. They encourage people to 
try new ICTs, surround themselves with others who use and love technology, 
and push their workplaces to incorporate more ICTs into their processes and 
procedures. Some key takeaways about Enthusiasts include: 


e Enthusiasts have a lifelong love of technology that began in childhood and 
was encouraged by mentors. 

e They are the most willing of any of the user types to try a new technology. 

e Enthusiasts learn about new technologies through their own research (techni- 
cal blogs and articles) as well as relationships with other technically savvy 
friends and family members. 

e They place ICTs in prominent places in their homes and have a strong prefer- 
ence for technologies that are beautiful. 
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e Technologies are fun toys to the Enthusiasts, so to appeal to this user type 
one should emphasize the fun nature of an ICT. 


Chapter 3 explores the Practicalist ICT user type. While Enthusiasts love 
ICTs as fun toys and are constantly looking for new ways to use them, 
Practicalists tend to view ICTs as tools that fulfill a certain purpose in one area 
of their lives. 


Chapter 3 


Practicalists: The Technological Tool 
Users 


I see my cell phone like a hammer. I take my hammer out of the 
toolbox when I need it. I don’t carry my hammer around with me 
every day all the time. I use the cell when I need to make a call, 
just like I use my hammer to drive a nail. I don’t walk around 
carrying my hammer for someone else to use it, it’s mine [...]. 
These technologies they are just tools. (Boris) 


Tools. Function. Purpose. Task. 

When Practicalists speak about using an ICT, they focus on the technology’s 
usefulness, function, and purpose. Practicalists do not stay up all night playing 
with a new gadget, exploring all the nifty new features. They will not be the first 
in line at the store to buy the newest technology or be well-versed in all the latest 
updates. Practicalists view ICTs as purposeful tools meant to get a job done or 
complete a task. They see individual technologies as fulfilling a specific purpose/ 
function in their lives. 

Practicalists often are (or were) involved in paid work that involves heavy 
ICT use. Work is an important point of introduction for Practicalists, as it is 
through work and its associated tasks that they most often encounter new func- 
tions and technologies. They place ICTs in their homes in specific functionally 
dedicated areas: computers belong in offices, televisions in dens, and landline 
phones are placed wherever they will get the most use. ICTs are seen as tools 
that serve a specific and distinct function in their lives, be they tools for family, 
leisure, work, or community. 


Formative Experiences 


Practicalists, as a group, do not share the fond childhood memories of ICT use 
that Enthusiasts speak about. Instead, Practicalists’ foundational technological 
stories often begin with their work careers. As a group, Practicalists have a large 
diversity of career trajectories, with individuals involved in blue, white, or pink 
collared positions. Some older adult Practicalists are retired and some work full 
or part-time. They are also an educationally diverse group, ranging from high 
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school graduates to doctorate holders. This user type credits their early work 
lives for exposing them to technology, such as when Jack speaks about his career 
trajectory: 


When I got out of high school, I went to work for a radio and 
TV repair place. I was in electronics repair. I went to a technical 
high school and then I went into the Army. When I got out of 
the Army Reserves, I went to work full time for Western Union. 
I was an electronics repairman. Then I went to work at the Air 
Force Base where we had a computer line for the Department of 
Defense. I worked there for 25 years and then I left there and 
retired and got a pension from them. I worked at The Mall as an 
electrician when they were building that in 1989. Then when that 
got built I was all set for full retirement, but my wife said they 
needed a plumber, an electrician, and a carpenter up at the 
Catholic Diocese, so I went to work there. I retired from there 
too. I can do just about anything, plumbing, electrical, carpentry 
[...] ?’m mechanically inclined and electronically inclined. (Jack) 


Despite the centrality of technology to his career, Jack lacks the passion for 
ICTs that Harry, Alice, or Fred (all Enthusiasts) exhibited. Though Jack’s early 
working life (including technical experience and military service time) was simi- 
lar to Enthusiast Harry’s, his philosophy on ICTs is dramatically different. 
What resulted from Jack’s early adulthood exposure was not a passion for ICTs 
as fun playthings, but rather a “practical” and “functional” perspective. 
Practicalists do not talk about a “love” for ICTs or share stories of how ICTs 
dramatically shaped (or saved) their lives as Enthusiasts do. They do not get 
excited about all the ways they use (or potentially could use) an ICT. Instead, 
they see ICTs in a very pragmatic, purposeful, and functional way: as tools. 

Practicalists, unlike Enthusiasts, do not point to important technology men- 
tors (family or friends that encouraged use) nor do they have fond memories of 
“tinkering” with technology (being encouraged to break down, rebuild, and play 
with ICTs). When asked about their childhood experiences and how these have 
shaped their relationship with technology, Practicalists often dismiss their child- 
hood technology encounters as not being influential or memorable compared to 
their working careers. 


Introduction to ICTs 


It is through work tasks and processes that Practicalists are often introduced to 
new forms of ICTs. Practicalists’ work often has a strong technology compo- 
nent. Belinda’s former work as a library science educator and currently as a pro- 
fessor meant that she worked extensively with ICTs. Cleveland, who prior to his 
retirement worked as an executive for a paper sales company, traveled 
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frequently and used many earlier mobile technologies. Boris computerized his 
construction business billing and records in the early 1990s. 

In their work, Practicalists take a functional approach to learning ICTs. 
Their learning is purposeful, and they see learning not only as a work task, but 
as work itself (as opposed to being play or fun). Belinda speaks about how she is 
constantly trying to learn to use new software and applications in her teaching: 


I constantly am trying to push myself to use new tools. What 
I am really trying to do is to see how I can use these in the con- 
text of librarianship. I try to figure out how these new tools can 
be used for research assignments for kids. I don’t go out and 
search for these technologies, but if someone lets me know they 
are out there I try to figure out how to use them. (Belinda) 


Practicalists do not approach their ICT use with the pure, almost childlike, 
wonder and excitement of Enthusiasts. Instead, Practicalists approach ICT use 
as a focused and driven pursuit to find out how to use the technologies available 
for the task at hand; they do not play with them. Belinda’s quote captures this 
driven and focused examination: she does not seek these technologies out, but 
fully explores their potential uses for the educational context when she is made 
aware of them. 

While Enthusiasts tend to push their workplaces to use existing ICTs in new 
ways and to adopt new technologies, Practicalists are more likely to be encour- 
aged by their workplace (be it their peers or supervisors) to begin using these 
same ICTs. Cleveland speaks about how his experience with cell phones evolved 
through his work exposure: 


I first became aware of cell phones around 1990. The owner of 
the company got wind that this was the coming thing so he got a 
cell phone. The only way I can describe it is it looked like a 
WWII combat walkie-talkie. This thing was about 12 inches long 
and it weighed about 6 pounds. It had a keypad on it and you 
held it up and it was limited coverage. We used that for maybe a 
couple years and maybe he got another one. Maybe there was 
one or two that were being used, interchanged amongst the group 
in the office. But they were just terrible, erratic reception, etc. 
Then I went to Asia and I can remember spending a few days in 
Taiwan. It was a very crowded city, very, very busy; very, very 
hectic; very, very modern; very, very high tech. Everybody was 
walking along the street — I want to say almost everybody walk- 
ing along the street was talking on a mobile phone. We were just 
flabbergasted that this technology that we thought was so difficult 
to get adjusted to was so common place in Asia. We felt like we 
were living out in the boondocks. So, we came back and cell 
phones became a little bit more common place, a little bit more 
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available, and a little bit better reception [...] So, the cell phone 
activity in Europe and Asia was very common place, but the 
phones that we were getting here in this country weren’t usable 
there at all. You’d have to go over there and if you wanted to 
make a cell phone call you'd have to buy a phone, which I did a 
few times and that worked out fine. I realized after a while that 
were way far behind in this country in terms of global phone 
technology. (Cleveland) 


For Cleveland, his experience with the cell phone mirrored his use of many 
technologies: his first computer and later laptop were provided through his 
office. In his discussion of the cell phone, Cleveland speaks toward the practical 
use of this technology: its reception, functionality, and usefulness: important 
aspects of an ICT to any Practicalist. Comparing Cleveland’s (a Practicalist) dis- 
cussion of the cell phone with Fred’s (an Enthusiast) discussion of the television 
(first introduced in the previous chapter), you will note that both discuss the lim- 
ited functionality of the first models. Whereas Cleveland mostly focuses on 
usability, Fred mostly focuses on the fun: 


I remember the first TV I saw [...] it was a little TV screen, in a 
big box. It was black and white. In the *50s there were only three 
channels in my city. After 11:30 at night the only thing on was a 
test pattern. That was the early *50s. It was amazing and so 
nobody on our street had a TV and then the one kid I hung 
around with on the street their family got a TV. We’d go down 
there and watch TV and they had the fights on Friday and that 
was about it. But it was amazing. Later they had movies on TV, 
you could watch the news [...] it was great! (Fred) 


The meanings Cleveland and Fred ascribe to these ICTs are vastly different 
and reflect their different user types. Cleveland focuses almost solely on the func- 
tionality in his quote about cell phones, while Fred focuses on the wonder and 
excitement of television. Fred, as an Enthusiast, is amazed and excited by the 
“fun” of a new technology. His excitement nearly jumps off the page. Cleveland, 
on the other hand, is impressed by the functionality of the technology: its usabil- 
ity and ubiquity. While Practicalists are not eager to adopt new ICTs because 
they are “fun toys,” they are eager to adopt new technologies that they believe 
will benefit them functionally: they are personally or professionally useful to 
them. For instance, Boris, who ran his own construction company, first adopted 
a computer to help with typing letters, billing, and general recordkeeping for his 
business: 


The first computer I had was for the business — it was an inex- 
pensive tool. You could do certain things with it, you could type 
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a letter and you could print from it. But it was at least that 20 or 
30 years ago. (Boris) 


As the sole proprietor of a small construction company, Boris was a relatively 
early adopter of computers in the 1990s for his home business. To him, the com- 
puter was a tool that would help him with inventory and other business work. 
Practicalists, like Boris, are neither overly impressed with nor intimidated by 
technology — they simply want to use the things that help them to “get stuff 
done” (Jack). This pragmatic view of ICTs as tools can impact Practicalists’ 
exposure levels. Because ICTs are so closely tied to work in Practicalists’ minds, 
their overall exposure is closely aligned to their workplace’s ICT status. 
Practicalists who are in workplaces that possess advanced ICTs, and are in posi- 
tions where such use is required or expected, tend to be well versed in advanced 
ICTs. Those in workplace environments that lack ICTs or that are/were in posi- 
tions where using such ICTs was discouraged tend to have much less exposure. 
This can be observed for those Practicalists who held high positions in their 
organizations as executives and retired before executive-level employees were 
expected to complete their own computer tasks. For instance, Dan, who held a 
high-level executive position in a global non-profit agency, relayed that early 
computers were seen as being advanced typewriters for typists. At one point, he 
even asked his mentor if he should be learning to use computers and was told 
such learning was beneath his position: 


I remember I was running a major project in Africa and I didn’t 
have computer skills. This was 40 years ago or so — in those days 
you had lots of other people who did computers for you: you had 
typists etc., etc. But even when we started with computers typists 
just switched over to computing. Now that’s changed, now you’re 
expected to have your own skills. I remember talking to a man 
who was a senior administrator and had retired from some 
agency in California. I said, “Allen do you think I should be 
learning the computer?” [...] He said “well, you know Dan at 
your level, no; you shouldn’t be using a computer. Other people 
should be doing this for you.” (Dan) 


Throughout his career as an executive, Dan believed that computers were 
simply tools, albeit not tools that he needed to learn for his work: they were the 
tools of typists and administrative assistants. As computers became more wide- 
spread in offices, Dan sometimes felt that he should be using computers, but it 
always seemed that someone else in the organization would preemptively pre- 
pare documents and presentations: 


I always had people build [the presentations] for me. Maybe 
that’s a disadvantage if you have other people do it. If you’re at a 
certain level in an organization you have other people do things. 
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Then you haven’t really learned [...] I could give a great 
PowerPoint presentation but somebody else had put it together. 
Td really like to learn PowerPoint. (Dan) 


Even though Dan previously held a high-level executive position, he found 
himself struggling in retirement to learn to use office software due to this lack of 
exposure. Dan wanted to start his own consulting company and was also serving 
as an advisor to many doctoral students who were studying international devel- 
opment. He felt he lacked many of the computer skills needed to be successful 
and was in the process of learning to use many office applications, both through 
lessons from his wife and by reading books. 

It is often assumed that an individual’s education level and socioeconomic 
class correlates strongly with their ICT use, proficiency, and exposure in elder- 
hood (Czaja et al., 2006; Peral-Peral, Arenas-Gaitan, & Villarejo-Ramos, 2015; 
Pick, Sarkar, & Johnson, 2015; Zhang, Grenhart, McLaughlin, & Allaire, 2017). 
However, despite Dan’s high level of education (a PhD holder) and high socio- 
economic class (lower upper class), his exposure levels were quite low. This turns 
our assumptions about the impact of education and socioeconomic class on its 
head. It is not simply exposure to ICTs that leads to better skills, but the direct 
use of them. Indirect exposure — where ICTs are available in an office but peo- 
ple do not use the technology themselves — does not result in greater skills. 
While work is a key point of introduction for Practicalists, it is important to 
note that not all Practicalists are personally introduced and taught how to use 
all ICTs during their careers. 

Practicalists often purchase their own versions of ICTs for personal use. They 
tend to readily understand the features and characteristics they want and need in 
a technology, and have high awareness of the ICTs that are available. Boris 
relays how he tended to purchase technologies: 


If it’s something that is going to make your life easier, more 
pleasant, and you can afford it then you buy it. For years we had 
normal regular [CRT] TV sets. They worked, they weren’t great, 
but they worked. Two or three years ago both of us agreed that 
what we would do for Christmas instead of buying a bunch of 
dumb stuff we would buy a [LCD] TV set. We researched them a 
little and talked with a bunch of people that had them. We went 
and looked at them in the store and bought one. Well, then I had 
a chance to buy a small flat screen for the bedroom at a pretty 
good price and again I checked with my computer guy to make 
sure it was a good deal. (Boris) 


Like Boris, Practicalists often do an intensive amount of research on any 
potential ICT purchase. For Practicalists who are in close relationships with 
Enthusiasts, they often find these relationships’ important points of introduction 
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to new ICT forms and devices in addition to their work lives. Dan’s Enthusiast 
wife often purchased new forms of ICTs for family use: 


Probably the only reason I have anything is because my wife has 
all of this [ICT] stuff. For all of this stuff I don’t know what 
I would have if it weren’t for her. Maybe I would have it all and 
maybe I wouldn’t. It’s her influence. She’s a genius in this type of 
stuff; I just try to figure out how to use it. (Dan) 


While Enthusiasts actively seek out new forms of ICTs in their everyday lives, 
Practicalists tend to become aware of new forms most often through their work 
relationships. Since work has an important role in the introduction to ICTs, 
Practicalists’ have very diverse skill levels when it comes to ICT use, depending 
on their type of work. 


ICT Use 


Practicalists ICT use patterns tend to reflect their belief that ICTs are function- 
specific tools. They often use an ICT in only a single life context, such as their 
family, work, or leisure lives. This is in contrast to Enthusiasts, who seek out all 
the possible applications of a single ICT across all areas of their lives; for their 
family, work and leisure lives. Practicalists, in contrast, are much more specific 
in their perceptions of an ICT being intended for one area of their life or 
another. They tend to see television as a leisure device for family, cell phones for 
work, and computers for work or activities related to maintaining their 
household: 


Primarily I would say the computer is for business, business 
records and research and things. There is some personal use; I’ve 
got a couple games on there I play. I look at the news and the 
weather, but mostly its business that’s in there. (Boris) 


For Practicalists, their ICT use is driven by the applications they see for the 
device or software in their lives, be it professional or personal. When Boris 
speaks about his computer, there is “some” personal use, compared to being 
“mostly business.” This function-specific description of his computer is much 
different from Enthusiasts’. Even though Boris does use his computer for leisure 
(gaming, the weather forecast, and news), he views this use in a functional and 
purposeful way to fulfill his leisure needs. Even when playing games, the com- 
puter is a leisure tool, not a toy, to Practicalists. 

Like Boris, Belinda speaks about the precise functions she uses an ICT for, in 
this case, social media: 


I’m a learner. When yourre talking about social tools and web- 
based presentation things and a lot of the new applications I am 
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fledgling. I push myself to use them. There are two ways I think 
about using them in my work. One is for my own personal work 
communication uses. I’m still finding a comfort zone with that 
because Pm not a real public person in a lot of things, and 
I prefer to write an article than to do a blog. So, I prefer to have 
my thinking done rather than just lay it out there in process 
thinking. The second way that I think about the use of particu- 
larly the new social media tools and the new applications is in 
terms of student research. This second way is to figure out 
research products that allow students to communicate their 
research and what they have learned in innovative ways. I think 
about tweets of George Washington before the battle of Valley 
Forge, or of all the soldiers on the night before the battle and 
how could kids capture the research they’ve done about what it 
would be like to be a soldier at that time. As a librarian, you col- 
lect those tweets to give an overall picture of what it was like to 
be in that situation the night before a huge battle. I always think 
about how it can be used by students and if I think it would be 
useful for me professionally. (Belinda) 


Belinda’s thoughts on using social media focus on its application in a single 
life context: her work. She sees two prominent uses: to enable her to communi- 
cate (and this communication is focused professionally) and how it can be used 
in teaching. Like Enthusiasts, Practicalists constantly see themselves as learning, 
but unlike Enthusiasts, what Practicalists want to learn is targeted toward a 
small range of function. They do not seek ways to stretch the use of a single ICT 
into every area of their lives. They are happy, instead, to have every ICT have a 
single set purpose: 


I don’t regard the Internet as a toy; I use it for work, for very 
strategic finding of information, for getting something done. So, 
I don’t just search, I don’t just roam around on the Internet [...] 
I don’t have time for that, and I don’t want to do that. (Belinda) 


Belinda discusses her use of the Internet as “strategic” and purposeful. She 
directly contrasts her use to someone who is “playing” (or using the Internet for 
fun). It is important to note that Belinda was very much a power user of the 
Internet: She taught online courses, maintained social media accounts, and used 
a plethora of common ICTs. In many ways, her skill levels rivaled several of the 
Enthusiasts. However, Belinda’s perspective and use were quite different from 
Enthusiasts: she focused on tasks and function, not fun and play. ICTs are not 
toys to Practicalists: they are tools. While Practicalists can be highly skilled ICT 
users, their skill set may not be as broad because their use is targeted to a specific 
purpose. Practicalists know how to use the tools they use frequently, but unlike 
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Enthusiasts, they are not apt to explore different ways to use the technology in 
different contexts. 

This sense of purposeful use, and this view of ICTs as tools, impacts the 
Practicalists’ use in other ways. In particular, Practicalists believe they should be 
in control of the ICTs they themselves own. As their owners, they control how 
and when they are used. This use is for their own convenience — and not for 
others’. Most older adult Practicalists, for instance, maintained a separate land- 
line, which was their primary form of short and long-distance voice communica- 
tion. Cell phones were seen as personal tools to only be used at Practicalists’ 
discretion — and particularly — when Practicalists’ had a desire or need to use it 
(most often to make an outgoing call): 


Tm not big on cell phones. It’s the matter of necessity. I have one 
only in case I get stranded somewhere or had a problem. Half the 
time I don’t even take it with me. I guess I keep it turned off 
because I’ve got a couple friends and their phone rang more times 
in the day than you could count. Half the day is shot because of 
the cell phone. It’s like what did you do before you had a cell 
phone, somebody waited to talk to you. I don’t want to be both- 
ered on construction jobs. Half the time I couldn’t hear the phone 
anyway because I’m using a piece of equipment, saw or sander, 
or router or something, I’d never hear the cell phone. I don’t turn 
mine on unless I want to make a call. (Boris) 


These feelings were echoed by all the older adult Practicalists in the study. 
The cell phone, as Boris states, is his. He keeps one primarily in case he is 
stranded in his car or runs into difficulty. He normally keeps it turned off unless 
he needs to make a call, as that is when it is most useful to him. Dan expressed 
a similar sentiment: 


I normally keep my cell phone in the car. I think it frustrates 
other people sometimes because I don’t hear it if it’s in the car. In 
this house I always use the home phone, and so it doesn’t bother 
me not to have the cell phone in here but it probably bothers a 
few other people. My wife says, “Why don’t you take the cell 
phone with you?” I forget to take the cell phone out of the car 
when I go someplace else. (Dan) 


Dan hints at some of the conflicts that can arise from Practicalists’ view of 
ICTs as tools for their own use, particularly when they are communicating with 
others who do not share their user type. Many of the secondary participants ech- 
oed this frustration. Peggy, who was one of Belinda’s friends and a former 
coworker, explained that she often would tease Belinda about not answering her 
cell phone: 
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Belinda does not text at all. Do not text her. If you need to call 
her on her cell phone, you have to ask her to turn it on; she has 
to plan it to receive your phone calls [...] I keep teasing her, 
I said “why don’t you text and I'll text you and you can receive it 
and then you'll know I’m calling you.” She just gives me one of 
her looks. {laughing ] (Peggy on her friend Belinda) 


Boris and Belinda keep their cell phones off because, in their minds, this facil- 
itates their own use of their ICT tools. Since Boris views his cell phone as a tool 
for emergency use; he keeps it off, as he is not constantly in need of an emer- 
gency tool. Since Belinda feels that the cell phone is her tool for work; she simi- 
larly keeps it off, unless she has a work-related call to make. 

For Practicalists, all of their ICTs are life context and purpose specific. 
Although some ICTs may cross life boundaries (for instance, Jack paid his 
household bills and donated to community organizations online), the number of 
contexts each ICT is used for is seen as very limited. For Practicalists, it is easy 
to classify any device into primarily being used for either family, work, commu- 
nity, or leisure. Their ICT use does not often cross the boundaries of these life 
contexts. 


ICT Display 


Practicalists’ apply their view that ICTs are tools used for a specific context in 
how they organize their homes. Computers, which are primarily used for work, 
are placed in offices. Televisions, which are seen as instruments of leisure, are 
placed into living rooms or dens. Phones are placed strategically throughout the 
home where they facilitate different kinds of conversation (work, family, or lei- 
sure). Placing a television, a device for leisure, in their kitchen or office is akin to 
leaving gardening or woodworking tools in the same spaces. To a Practicalist, 
neither makes sense. Belinda speaks about her placement of her computer, tele- 
vision, and printer in her den/home office: 


I put my computer here [in my office/den] because I love to look 
out; I love to have a backyard to look at. I spend all my life on 
my computer, so I need it to be comfortable and facing out. It’s 
convenient for me; this is sort of a base. I put the television in the 
room because that’s kind of the den, that’s where I would go to 
relax, and the living room is more for entertaining people and 
conversation. Why would you have a television there? (Belinda) 


Practicalists often own many of the same ICT devices as Enthusiasts; how- 
ever, their view that ICTs are tools that are obtained and used for specific pur- 
poses leads them to organize them in their homes in very different ways. 
Whereas Enthusiasts place ICTs in areas where they will get maximal and nearly 
constant use, Practicalists place ICTs in areas where they will fulfill a specific 
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Figure 2. (a) Boris’ Computer Room and (b) Boris’ Entertainment Room. 


function. Boris separated his open floor plan log cabin into both a separate 
office space and a separate entertainment space (Figure 2a and b). 

Often, Practicalists tend to label rooms in their homes by the technologies 
they have within them. For instance, Practicalists will often have “computer 
rooms” or offices, “television rooms” or dens, and occasionally ICT-free spaces 
they use for other tasks, such as sitting rooms or reading rooms. Belinda’s quote 
emphasizes that ICTs have their designated space and this space is based upon 
their function (be it work, leisure, family, or community use). The room 
becomes named after the primary activity that occurs in that room — be it 
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computer use, television use, or communicating with friends, etc. This reflects 
the Practicalists’ view that ICTs are tools, and tools are used in a designated 
workspace: 


We used to have the computer in the living room. The problem 
with that arrangement was we couldn’t get a sofa and chair big 
enough out here. If you had more than one or two people you 
couldn’t have a conversation because of the lack of seating. We 
decided that we’re better off moving everything and bringing the 
computer out here. This is my office space. This is my business 
space. I just got everything to do with business pretty much right 
here so that I don’t have to go anywhere. I keep my personal files 
in here, but I also keep other stuff to do with the business here 
like printer paper, ink cartridges, whatever. This is where I do my 
business. We put the TV in the other room and that is our enter- 
tainment room. (Boris) 


As Boris speaks, one can see how he readily organizes his space around tech- 
nological function: the television is in an area used primarily for entertainment, 
the computer in an area used primarily for work, and there is also a separate 
seating area for having a conversation. 

Jack relates how he and his wife use the space in their home: 


We put the computer in here because this is a good little work 
area to put a computer in, like an office. We have a TV for the 
grandkids to use in the front room, and this is the TV that my 
wife and I use when we are downstairs in the living room. We 
didn’t put the TV in the office because that is where the computer 
belongs. When we use the computer, we’re in there. When we use 
the TV, we’re out here. And if the [grand]kids are watching, 
they’re watching a kid’s program, so we don’t watch that. They 
have their own TV for that. (Jack) 


As Jack states, when they are seeking to use an ICT, such as the computer or 
television, they enter that space, use that ICT, and when completed with that 
task, they exit that space. This was observed over and over again in the study. If 
a Practicalist owned a laptop and their spouse or another member of their family 
moved it from the “computer room,” the Practicalist would pick up the laptop 
and return it to the “computer room.” Cleveland, for instance, commented on 
how Mary (his wife, a Socializer) would often move their laptop to the upstairs 
living room, while he preferred to work on the laptop in the basement office. 
During my interviews with Mary, he would often retrieve the laptop from her 
chair-side table and return it to the office. Many Practicalists reasoned that their 
use of ICTs should be self-disciplined, and locating these ICTs in task-specific 
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rooms helped them to move into other activities, when completed with the task 
at hand: 


I keep the computer out in the office because it allows me to only 
use it when I want to — otherwise I can read or do something 
else. (Dan) 


Unlike Enthusiasts, Practicalists do not see their ICT use as “fun” or “play” 
but rather the work of using a tool to accomplish a task. Therefore, part of their 
reasoning for maintaining these ICT-specific spaces is to facilitate their efficient 
use of ICTs as such tools. 

The Practicalists of the Lucky Few generations tended to view cell phones as 
their own personal tools (for their convenience, only). As a result, Practicalists 
of this generation often have multiple landline phones to facilitate communica- 
tion in each life context: be it in work, leisure, etc. Despite the open floor plan of 
Boris’ home, a separate telephone had been installed in the kitchen, the office 
area, and the entertainment area, with these spaces being only a few feet from 
one another. When someone called during our interviews, five separate phones 
could be heard ringing simultaneously. Boris shared that his motivation in hav- 
ing multiple phones was to improve function and allow for greater usability: 


Having phones everywhere in the house just makes it handy. 
Those phones from Radio Shack are $20—25 and they’re cordless 
and if Pm going to go out in the shed and work or puttering 
around outside I take that phone with me. If [my wife] gets a 
phone call upstairs and it’s for me, and she calls me to the phone, 
I don’t have to run upstairs. I can just come in the door down- 
stairs and use that phone. (Boris) 


From the Practicalists’ perspective, this arrangement makes perfect sense. 
The placement of the phones around Boris’ home reflects the various tasks he 
may be using the phone for: personal communication, business, or leisure. 


ICT Meaning 


For Practicalists, ICTs are tools, work, and functional items used for practical 
purposes. They tend to view each of their ICTs as having a distinct purpose in 
their lives: 


Į use the cell phone in a very practical way, it’s strictly for com- 
municating, if I don’t have the home phone I use the cell phone. 
I don’t do anything fancy on the cell phone at all, just send some 
voice messages and make calls. (Dan) 
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The cell phone is valuable as a device for Dan not because it does something 
“fancy” (has advanced features) but because it allows him to complete his tasks 
of communication. In many ways, a Practicalists’ main concern with any device 
or service is its functionality: what it can do and how well it can do it. They tend 
to be less impressed by new features or the attractiveness of a device, unless 
these features represent a perceived functional improvement. Practicalists tend 
to credit the environment around them: their work, their families, but most 
importantly the tasks they do as influencing their everyday ICT use: 


I think it’s what you do, whatever you do, whatever your liveli- 
hood is dictates the kind of equipment, the technology that you’re 
going to require to do your job. Or it’s what you're 
comfortable with, whether it be watching a lot of TV or playing a 
lot of CD’s or talking on the telephone or text messaging all day. 
It depends on what you're going to use it for. (Boris) 


Boris touches on the importance of use for Practicalists. ICTs that have pur- 
pose have value in the Practicalists’ world. Boris’ comment highlights how 
Practicalists feel: a person’s life and the tasks they perform dictate the ICTs that 
they use. If they enjoy music they might use a CD player, if they like drama they 
might watch television. His view of ICTs as equipment highlights the purpose- 
fulness of ICTs in his own life. Through its usefulness and practicality, an ICT 
comes to have value. 

While Practicalists would never categorize their use of ICTs as being “fun” or 
“play,” they do not believe using ICTs is drudgery or devoid of enjoyment. For 
Practicalists, the “joy” in using an ICT comes from fulfilling a task or doing a 
job. Some of their joy comes from finding new features in tools they are already 
using: 


I think you get set in your ways in using ICTs and you tend to do 
the same things every day the same way until one day you try 
something different and learn something new that’s helpful. It 
kind of amazed me, I found out something that even my com- 
puter guy wasn’t aware of. When I take the digital camera and 
put the pictures in the computer I can just hit transfer and it will 
transfer them. Well, one time for some reason I noticed a Canon 
icon on my desktop, so I clicked it. It’s got every picture that I’ve 
got stored in that computer no matter where they’re stored. Now 
if you want to print them that’s handy you can just click on them 
you pick your paper and how many pictures do you want on a 
page, hit print and you’re on your way. (Boris) 


Practicalists, like Boris, often happen upon these new features passively. They 
discover them by chance or have new features pointed out to them. While 
Enthusiasts will deeply explore any device they own to find out every way it 
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works (and find the exploration process great fun), Practicalists tend to avoid 
this experimentation and instead focus on the functionality they are already 
familiar with. Practicalists want technologies to be shown to them and tend to 
strongly prefer technological training over learning through exploration. They 
also like having manuals and technical support individuals to walk them 
through issues, as they are unlikely to try to solve technical problems on their 
own. Practicalists do not want to play with a technology; they want a technol- 
ogy to work as expected. Practicalists, however, are open to chance discoveries 
and welcome new uses being pointed out. 

Practicalists focus on the usability, and the function of ICTs is easily spotted 
by those around them, be their coworkers, friends, or family members. These 
individuals recognize the Practicalists’ serious use of ICTs as functional tools, 
not playthings: 


Belinda’s ICT use is pragmatic. If she needs to use it she will and 
she'll use it well. She would never get up at 5:00 in the morning 
and play with a piece of technology. (Peggy about Belinda) 


As Peggy states, Belinda would never “play” with an ICT, but she will learn 
to use it well. When Practicalists view an ICT as a tool, they see the technology 
much like a hammer. Returning to Boris’ quote which started this chapter, we 
can see how ICTs are viewed as tools, and like any tool, have accepted uses: 


I see my cell phone like a hammer. I take my hammer out of the 
toolbox when I need it. I don’t carry my hammer around with me 
every day all the time. I use the cell when I need to make a call, 
just like I use my hammer to drive a nail. I don’t walk around 
carrying my hammer for someone else to use it, it’s mine [...] 
These technologies they are just tools. (Boris) 


Practicalists’ language is littered with the term “tool” to refer to technologies. 
Boris, Belinda, Jack, Dan, and Cleveland all referred to ICTs as “tools.” For 
Practicalists, the ICTs in their lives which have the greatest amount of value are 
ones that serve a practical purpose and have a determined function: they are 
simply tools. 


Practicalists: The Technological Tool Pragmatists 


Practicalists are the pragmatic tool users of ICTs: they are more than happy to 
adopt any technology they believe will serve a purpose in their lives — if you 
show them the technology and how to use it. They tend to take a serious 
approach toward using ICTs, viewing their use as more work than play. This 
work can be joyful, but it is a serious task, not a fun one. Key takeaways about 
Practicalists include: 
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e Practicalists have a large diversity of skills as a group, with those who were 
heavily exposed to ICTs in work having the highest skills. 

e They extensively research the functionality of new ICT purchases. 

e Technologies are placed in function-specific areas in Practicalists’ homes: 
computers belong in home offices and televisions belong in entertainment 
rooms. 

e Practicalists view ICTs as context-specific tools for work, family, leisure, or 
community. 

e To appeal to Practicalists, one should emphasize an ICTs’ functional 
usefulness. 


While Enthusiasts love ICTs as fun toys and Practicalists see ICTs as tools 
that fulfill a certain purpose, Socializers value ICTs for their potential to connect 
them to others. Chapter 4 explores how the Socializer ICT user type views tech- 
nology as connectors and, in particular, how technology is a connector between 
generations. 


Chapter 4 


Socializers: The Technological Social 
Butterflies 


I am the queen of texting. I have to text. I’m forced to do texting 
because some of my grandchildren just will not answer the tele- 
phone. They have their phones on vibrate so they just will not 
talk on the phone. So, if I want to ever talk to them I have to 
text. Pm a great texter and I know all the abbreviations. I make 
some of them up myself and I have them ask me what they mean. 
“Huh you’re a pretty smart old lady” they'll text me back. 
I make up my own text words [...] I don’t know what they say or 
think about me doing all this texting, but I love to do it. And 
I have to do it. (Gwen) 


Connectors. Communication. Socializing. Bridging generations. 

For Socializers, Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) are 
devices, applications, and services that connect them to others. Unlike 
Practicalists, Socializers do not view ICTs as tools, but rather as communication 
bridges between people. Unlike Enthusiasts, Socializers do not love all ICTs, but 
instead love those technologies that facilitate and encourage socialization. 

Socializers are highly involved in their communities and tend to have large 
intergenerational families. It is through these intergenerational contacts that 
they are introduced to new ICTs. Their active lives mean that they prefer mobile 
technologies that allow communication while going about daily tasks. To 
Socializers, a valuable technology is one which allows them to build a connec- 
tion with others. 


Formative Experiences 


Socializers do not have memories of early mentoring and positive technology 
interactions that Enthusiasts have. They do not credit having worked in posi- 
tions that had high contact (direct or indirect) with ICTs as influencing their use, 
as Practicalists do. Instead, what seems to have shaped Socializers is their natu- 
ral tendency to be extroverted and their desire to connect with others, something 
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that these individuals shared was a life-long trait. Technology, throughout their 
lives, has always represented a means of connection. 


Introduction to ICTs 


While many Socializers encounter ICTs through their work, the ICTs which 
hold Socializers’ interest in their free time are those that serve a communication 
purpose. Upon retirement, many Socializers simply stop using ICTs which they 
consider to be non-communicative in nature. Gwen started her career as nurse 
and later transitioned to being an administrative assistant. Upon her retirement, 
she concentrated primarily on using social ICTs, such as her cell phone for 
texting. 

Socializers’ introduction to new ICT forms happens primarily through their 
relationships, particularly relationships with younger individuals. Mary shared 
that many of the things she had learned to do online were influenced by one of 
her five children: 


I learn a lot from the kids. I see what they use and how they use 
it. This past Christmas they were here and they were showing me 
their iPads and their iPhones. And I learn a lot from them about 
what you can do with the stuff. (Mary) 


Socializers respond differently to being shown such ICTs than many of the 
other types. Whereas Enthusiasts are constantly discovering new ICTs on their 
own and Practicalists are often introduced though work tasks or colleagues, 
Socializers are introduced to new ICTs through their relationships with younger 
people. Socializers are eager to have others show them new technologies, but are 
specifically interested in being shown new ways to communicate and interact. 
Gwen speaks about how her children show her their smartphones and tablets, 
and she is constantly learning new ways to use them: 


I want whatever the grandkids have [...] My daughter had an 
iPad the other day. She showed me her daughters’ gymnastics 
performance on it. I asked her “show me how to use it.” I was a 
bit afraid at first, but she said you just touch it like this. Now 
I want one. (Gwen) 


Like Gwen, Socializers are keen to understand what younger individuals 
around them are using to communicate. Socializers are deeply embedded in their 
community: highly involved in religious organizations, in their neighborhoods, 
and in charity/volunteer work. This community work brings them into contact 
with individuals from a wide variety of backgrounds and these contacts often 
cross gender, racial, generational, and socioeconomic boundaries. For 
Socializers, these community contexts can be important introduction points of 
new ICTs, often given as gifts. Socializers tend to be generous with their time in 
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these contexts and often find their generosity reciprocated, such as in the case of 
Gwen: 


So, I went into church the other day, and the pastor said to me, 
“Some people found out your digital camera was stolen, and they 
wanted you to have this.” He handed me a package and it had a 
digital camera in it. I couldn’t believe it! Now I need to figure out 
whom to thank. (Gwen) 


Gwen’s digital camera was stolen at a community event and she was gifted a 
new camera at church. Because Socializers invest so much into their communi- 
ties, these communities often want to give back to their Socializers. The gifting 
of these technologies is often more than a thank you, however; the Socializers’ 
presence in these communities is viewed as critical and it is understood that tech- 
nology facilitates Socializers’ involvement. Socializers who are unconnected 
from their communities cannot participate in them; therefore, it is critical that 
these communities help Socializers stay connected. 

To Socializers, an ICT that connects them to others has value, particularly if 
it allows them to connect to their multigenerational network of friends, family, 
and community members. Socializers always want to know what ICTs their 
young friends, family, and community contacts are using, and how they are 
using them. 


ICT Use 


Socializers value constant contact. It was easy to identify a Socializer based on 
one feature alone during the interview phase: interruptions. Interviews with 
Socializers were constantly interrupted by phone calls, texts, and individuals’ 
knocking on the Socializer’s door. Even when Socializers would silence their 
phones, oftentimes interviews were interrupted by individuals who knocked on 
the door, worried about the Socializer being “out of contact” for a few minutes. 
When Socializers would turn on their cell phone at the end of a three-hour inter- 
view, they were often met with a dozen text messages and/or voicemails, 
announced by a steady stream of pings and rings. Oftentimes Socializers would 
check these messages quickly before even setting up the next interview. 

Socializers are the most eager of all the five types to adapt to “the young’s 
way of doing things” (Mary). Socializers have come to believe that the only way 
to stay in touch with their youngest contacts is to mimic the younger genera- 
tion’s communication habits, adopting the same technologies. When we re-visit 
the quote from Gwen at the beginning of the chapter, we see that she is eager to 
adopt the habits of her grandchildren when it comes to texting: 


I am the queen of texting. I have to text. I’m forced to do texting 
because some of my grandchildren just will not answer the tele- 
phone. They have their phones on vibrate so they just will not 
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talk on the phone. So, if I want to ever talk to them I have to 
text. Pm a great texter and I know all the abbreviations. I make 
some of them up myself and I have them ask me what they mean. 
“Huh you're a pretty smart old lady” they'll text me back. 
I make up my own text words. My son, of course, he’s a sheriff 
and he’s very busy so Ill text him real quick just “? R u kp” (Are 
you a cop?) or “?location” (Where are you?). I don’t know what 
they say or think about me doing all this texting, but I love to do 
it. And I have to do it. (Gwen) 


Gwen states that she both “loves” but also “has to” text to stay in touch with 
her youngest family members. Socializers do not enjoy using any ICT itself as a 
“toy” (like Enthusiasts do), but rather enjoys the relationships that ICT use 
helps them to build, facilitate, and maintain. It is important to note that Gwen 
speaks with the words “have to” much more frequently than “want to.” Gwen 
loved having close relationships with her grandchildren, and she was keen to 
maintain those relationships. For her, that meant that she needed to learn to 
text, including learning all of the “text speak” her children and grandchildren 
used. She did not learn text speak because it was fun in itself (although one can 
see how she has fun using it) but because she understood its value in communi- 
cating with younger people. Older adult Socializers often feel that their use of 
ICTs is simply mimicking the use of younger individuals. They verbalize that 
they are adopting communication patterns of younger people — patterns that do 
not come as naturally to them: 


If someone says there’s a picture of so and so on Facebook, actu- 
ally, we jump on and just check it out. We take what we get, 
whatever is there is what we enjoy. We have found with 
Facebook though it’s been a huge difference in our lives because 
we do not get information directly even from our children. They 
forget to tell us because they assume that we have read it on 
Facebook. But we take what we can get — it’s the young’s way of 
doing things. We see this technology thing through old eyes. 
(Mary) 


For Mary, Facebook is important because it helps her to maintain a con- 
nection to her children (and, therefore, her grandchildren). Socializers, like 
Mary and Gwen, often verbalize that they have adopted these ICTs (texting, 
social media, etc.) because their intergenerational relationships necessitate it. 
They do not expect young people to adapt to the usage patterns with which 
they are most comfortable. Instead, older adult Socializers believe that they 
will create a stronger relationship with young people if their own (older) gen- 
eration is the one that adapts. Mary enjoys using Facebook, and what she 
gets from her use of it, because she values her relationships with her grand- 
children and children. 
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Socializers prefer ICTs which allow connections to be made and maintained. 
This focus on using ICTs to strengthen relationships’ permeates across all areas 
of Socializers’ lives and across many different technologies, as Gwen speaks 
about: 


My cell phones I must have. That’s a must. I must stay in touch 
with my family and my neighbors. So, my digital camera of 
course would be just for things happening here in the community 
and with neighbors, with the children. Sometimes not so nice 
things that happened in the neighborhood when the bad guys 
were out there, and I take their picture. Sometimes I need to call 
neighbors and they have to call me or they need to use the cell 
phone, or I need to call on my community for help. If there’s for 
instance a birthday that one of us is put on the morning news, or 
someone in the neighborhood, a school age kid or a parent and 
there’s an event, I watch it on TV. Or if someone has been in an 
accident and we want to hear about it on the TV. The focus is in 
what is happening in the community. Microsoft Word I use with 
writing. I send out poetry to people in the community. Facebook 
I use to just send messages and having fun in the community and 
among my family. I text for documentation, mainly different 
things and dates. Making sure dates are right when something 
bad happens and getting people’s name and events, things that 
have happened for record keeping. (Gwen) 


Gwen lived in Section 8 Housing (private low-cost housing with government 
provided rent assistance) and was often referred to as “Grandma Gwen” by the 
children living in the complex. She watched out for her neighbors, often speak- 
ing about the occasional issues that happened: domestic violence incidents, drug 
abuse, and criminal activity. In these cases, she used her ICTs, such as her digital 
camera and texting, to document occurrences, helping to protect her neighbors 
and build community. She ran a small food pantry out of her hall closet with 
help from her church, using her cell phone as a means of connecting to those 
who would otherwise go hungry. Every technology she has in her life, be it word 
processing, social media, or the television, is used in some way to strengthen 
relationships. 

Mary was also deeply involved with charity work through her religious com- 
munity and describes how she uses various ICTs to keep her connected to 
others: 


TIm on the telephone with shut-ins and I email our godchild. 
We're very pro-life and we’re very concerned with all the issues 
that are going on. I’m always on the computer getting informa- 
tion on all kinds of activities. I have what I call a black book 
which I’ve had for probably since 1999, since I got the computer. 
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It’s full of things that’s developed in the news and it was on all 
issues of concern that I had. One of the first things I out in there 
was when Dolly was cloned. It was in the newspaper and it was 
this little article and I cut it out and I showed everybody [...] 
I often share things I’ve kept in my black book with the members 
of the community. (Mary) 


Socializers use all the ICTs at their disposal to promote, build, and maintain 
their relationships, even ones that many people would not consider communica- 
tive. Mary speaks about how she uses the Internet to research issues she is pas- 
sionate about, from her pro-life stance to her views on cloning. The purpose of 
researching these issues, however, is not for her own benefit, but so that she can 
share them with others in her faith community and among family and friends. 
Her use of the Internet for research is not a task (as it is for Practicalists) or for 
fun (as it is for Enthusiasts) but is meant to build community. 

Socializers have a unique ability (compared to other user types) to use ICTs 
that many would consider non-communicative or non-social to build relation- 
ships. Socializers view all ICTs as being potential connectors (if used correctly), 
even when other user types would not. Gwen used non-communicative ICTs for 
relationship building, including digital photography: 


My digital camera, I just loved it because I could capture, cap- 
ture, capture. I could record. I love to capture moment by 
moment as the storm comes, the sky changes. I would keep the 
date on and the time. I could see from seconds, just really seconds 
to minutes, how things changed. It was just wonderful, just so 
wonderful. I sent my daughter and her husband a card that 
I made for their anniversary back in April. She said “Mom, this 
picture that you took was exactly a year ago on our anniversary!” 
So, the date was there and the time and everything, so it captures 
everything. It lets me be connected to people in a way I otherwise 
couldn’t. (Gwen) 


Most individuals (who are not Socializers) would not view or use their 
camera in the same way as Gwen. She does not use it just as a device to take 
pictures, but as a device to take pictures to share with others. In particular, 
this sharing focuses on relationship building. The card Gwen makes for her 
daughter is not made from any picture that her daughter might like, but a pic- 
ture was purposefully taken at a specific date important to her daughter. The 
picture was not taken because it was pretty, it was taken because it could 
build a connection. 

It is not the technology itself that necessarily encourages socialization, but 
Socializers’ unique use of it that encourages such connectivity. Nancy, who lived 
in an assisted living center, was limited in the number of ICTs she had access to 
by finances and due to her impairments (arthritis and visual). However, despite 
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having only limited access, she made use of the technologies she had to maintain 
her relationships, most notably her television: 


I like certain things on the television about India and they 
have specials on every once in a while. I like the specials that 
they have. My daughter was calling me and telling me about 
something that she had seen on the History Channel. Lots of 
times Pll talk and share what I’ve seen with my daughter 
Bette and my friend Danielle. I try to get people to watch TV 
together in the main recreation room. Danielle and her family 
donated that TV. I also find out about what my community 
needs on the TV [...] I had seen it on TV that they had a lot 
of things for needy children for Christmas on the news. But 
they didn’t have anything for young girls, so I had the chance 
to make a lot of hand crocheted pocketbooks. I made a small 
purse to go inside and I think there was about 40 or some 
odd and I sent them in and they had them on the news. I will 
be doing that again. I saw in the newspaper last year that 
they needed helmet liners for the troops in Iraq. So, I told 
another lady here and she was helping me, and we sent close 
to 300 liners overseas. (Nancy) 


Nancy used the television for three social purposes: to connect her with her 
friends and family by sharing what she has seen on television, to gather residents 
together to build community, and to find out about various volunteer opportu- 
nities. Nancy’s television use reflects Socializers’ ability to build a community 
with technology. Many people would likely believe the television is an isolating 
device, watched in solitude or used in place of a face-to-face conversation. The 
value in any ICT to Socializers is based upon their own personal views on how 
they can use the technology socially. 

In contrast to Nancy, other Socializers expressed that they had little use for 
the television — except on the rare occasion when they used it for a social pur- 
pose. Gwen found little use for her TV, unless she had her grandchildren over: 


I’m not much of a TV watcher. Sometimes I think I have the TV 
on maybe just for the noise or I think you’re supposed to turn the 
TV on once in a while or whatever. I don’t sit still long enough to 
watch TV. So, I like to use it for the grandkids. So, when they 
come [...] Pm not interested in that stuff by myself. When they 
first came out with the TV I remember the living room was like 
the family place, you know, so nobody was shut off from one 
another. I mean mom and dad and the rest of the family watched 
the same thing. It was social. Kids today they have TV’s in their 
own room and whatever. I would never have a TV in a bedroom. 
(Gwen) 
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Gwen’s active lifestyle interferes with her ability to watch television. 
Television watching, she states, can be a social process (and in fact, she believes 
it used to be more social); however, in modern times it is often used in isolation. 
She has no use for television unless it is being used socially. 

It is notable that Gwen had greater mobility than Nancy. Gwen also had 
greater access to many more ICTs she could use for communication, including a 
television, landline, computer, the Internet, and a cell phone. Nancy only had 
access to a television and a landline telephone due to her physical limitations 
and limited funds. This disparity in access can explain the differing attitudes of 
Nancy and Gwen toward television. In Nancy’s context of the assisted living 
center, television was often the only available ICT many residents could use due 
to their physical, mental, or financial constraints. Given this context and her 
restrictions, Nancy prevailed in using the technology she had to foster 
community: 


We have televisions on all the floors. If somebody is in their 
room too much, getting too isolated or depressed, I try to get 
them to come to things we do here that other people like. Bingo 
is a big thing, and the Wii [gaming system] is a big thing. They 
have a bowling tournament on the Wii. I like to get other people 
involved in it. I like for other people to get involved in it. 
(Nancy) 


Nancy used the television and digital gaming as two of the tools in her arse- 
nal to promote socialization among the residents. She had served for years as 
the residents’ elected representative at the assisted living center and had recently 
declined being re-nominated. Despite this change in her role, she still watched 
out for the other residents. She commented that many new residents had diffi- 
culty adjusting to living in the facility, and she sought to ease their transition 
into their new home. 

A Wii gaming system had been donated to the facility about two years prior 
to our interviews. Many of the residents enjoyed playing group games, with 
bowling being a favorite. Nancy frequently encouraged residents to set up vir- 
tual bowling tournaments and she would often recruit participants from their 
rooms to play. She was not an active gamer, but she attended and organized 
these games. Nancy and Gwen’s differing perspectives on television and video 
games reflect that the importance of an ICT to Socializers is not embedded in 
the ICT itself, but whether Socializers can use the technology to connect with 
others and/or build community in their everyday lives. 

Despite Socializers’ desire to adopt the communication technologies of those 
around them, such adoption can be limited due to physical, cognitive, and/or 
financial barriers. Due to Nancy’s financial situation, she qualified for a United 
States federal government provided telephone program, the Lifeline program. 
This program includes a free cell phone with limited free minutes and data, pro- 
vided by the government to individuals who receive certain social welfare 
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benefits (Federal Communications Commission, 2018). The models that are pro- 
vided, however, are often not designed for an aging population. Several of the 
participants I spoke with during the study had Lifeline program phones (most 
commonly through Assurance), but their models were tiny, oftentimes smaller 
than my digital recorder. For Nancy, who had come to the assisted living center 
due to her arthritis, this was frustrating: 


I had one of those little [Assurance] phones and that thing drove 
me crazy. It’s so small that it makes it very difficult to try and use 
it properly because you’re always hitting the wrong buttons. 
I found that if you have arthritis or you have anything wrong 
with your hands it’s almost an impossibility to use a cell phone. 
So, I wish someone would somewhere along the line think about 
the elderly and give them a bigger phone, something that they 
can use on a regular basis. It was too small. I sent it back to 
Assurance. (Nancy) 


Nancy’s experience with the Assurance cell phone illustrates that Socializers, 
like all the other types, are not necessarily free to use the devices they would like 
to because of physical, cognitive, or financial barriers. In the case of Nancy, her 
arthritis left her unable to manipulate the buttons despite desperately wanting to 
learn texting: 


Texting is something that all of the kids are doing right now. My 
oldest great-grandchild is 13 and she’s texting all the time too. 
I might be a little slower at pushing the buttons, but I would be 
able to do it if I wasn’t overdoing it and hitting two or three at a 
time. They have the big phones and the large phone numbers for 
people, but I don’t think anyone has thought about keeping the 
cell phones from going too tiny. There are people that are in their 
20’s with arthritis and I bet they’re having the same problems we 
elderly are. (Nancy) 


Nancy wanted to be able to text her children and grandchildren, a point she 
brought up in every interview, several times. (Her friends and family that 
I interviewed also mentioned to me that she wanted to text.) As a Socializer, 
Nancy wanted to communicate with the youngest individuals in her network the 
way that they communicated: texting. However, her financial situation and 
impairments left her with no opportunity to adopt the communication patterns 
of her grandchildren. 

Socializers value constant communication with their large intergenerational 
family, friend, and community networks. They tend to have busy lives and are 
often out in their communities. Their need to constantly stay in touch, coupled 
with their high levels of activity, means they have a strong preference for mobile 
ICTs. 


52 Gerontechnology 


ICT Display 


The more mobile a technology, the more useful Socializers find it. ICTs tend not 
to have specific places in their homes, but instead move with Socializers. 
Socializers prefer the cell phone to the landline because it allows them to com- 
municate while doing everyday tasks: staying up to the minute with their social 
networks. They prefer tablets and laptops to desktop computers because of their 
portability. They move their ICTs with them around their home and outside of 
it. 

Socializers are so in the habit of taking their communication devices with 
them that such behavior is automatic. Both Gwen and Mary carried around 
their cell phones during our tour of their ICT displays in their home. Their 
involvement in their neighborhoods and communities results in little time to be 
“chained” (Gwen) to an ICT that is not mobile: 


The cell phone I can walk around with. Pm not confined to sit- 
ting. Pm not just sitting while talking on the phone. Instead, 
I can get a lot of things done. I can make my bed. I can do a lot 
of things, like hang out my clothes. I can do a lot of things, like 
go to my car. I spend so much time on the phone that if 
I couldn’t get things done while on it I’'d never have clean clothes 
or make my bed. (Gwen) 


Gwen relates that she spends so much of her day communicating that without 
a cell phone, she would likely not complete simple daily tasks, such as laundry. 
Socializers shared that they often kept their cell phones with them at the 
table while eating or in the kitchen while cooking. The motivation for keeping 
these devices with them is much different from Enthusiasts: Socializers keep 
ready access to their devices to be available for communication with others, 
whereas Enthusiasts keep ready access to be able to play with their devices. 
During our interviews, Gwen kept her cell phone on the coffee table, easily in 
reach from her position on the couch, despite her having shut it off (Figure 3). 

Gwen, who did not own a computer but accessed the computer at the local 
library (mostly for social media and word processing), had an interest in owning 
a tablet or a laptop, primarily because they were portable. She had once owned 
a desktop but had found its stationary nature to be too “sedentary” and incom- 
patible with her lifestyle. Mary and her husband, Cleveland (a Practicalist) 
owned a laptop they shared. Mary had “finally convinced” her husband (over 
the course of our meetings) to leave the laptop in the living room (where she 
spent most of her time at home) rather than placing it in the basement office: 


I like to have the laptop up here, so I can just use it. We used to 
leave it downstairs, Cleveland likes to use it down there. But 
I don’t see the point of leaving it down there. I like to check my 
email or Facebook when I feel like it and not having to go down 
to the basement. (Mary) 
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Figure 3. Gwen’s Cell Phone Is Never Far From Her Reach. 


Mary, as a Socializer, wanted to be able to use the laptop to communicate 
when she felt like it (which was quite often, she checked her social media and 
her email before and immediately following our visits together). Cleveland, as a 
Practicalist, viewed the laptop as a tool that belonged in a tool-specific space: 
the basement office. It was notable that during my interviews with Mary, 
Cleveland would often retreat to the basement office with the laptop. He would 
return at the end of the interviews with the laptop in hand to give to his wife, 
who would immediately check her email and social media accounts. If 
Cleveland failed to bring up the laptop from the office, Mary would gently 
remind him to do so. As a Socializer, Mary wanted her devices easily within 
reach, so that she could constantly be in touch with others. 

Nancy was much more limited in her use of more advanced ICTs due to her 
arthritis and finances. She owned a flat screen television and a large button land- 
line telephone. Her room in the assisted living center, while private, was quite 
small, and therefore, all devices were within easy reach. During our interviews 
together, Nancy sat in the only chair in the room and I sat on her walker at the 
end of the bed. She always moved her phone closer to her during our interviews 
so that she could “answer it if anyone called” — which they frequently did. (Our 
interviews were often interrupted by five or six phone calls.) Much like Gwen’s 
movement of her cell phone to the coffee table during our interviews, Nancy 
moved her telephone to always be close at hand. 

Despite Nancy’s inability to obtain a cell phone that she could manipulate 
and afford, she made her own mobile technology: a simple small notepad and a 
pen, which she stored on her walker in a crocheted pouch she had custom- 
designed and crafted (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Nancy’s Walker with her Portable Pad and Pen. 


Nancy, as a self-appointed “advocate” who watched out for her fellow resi- 
dents, often recorded incidents that occurred in the assisted living center in her 
notebook. These included events such as residents not receiving proper medica- 
tions, staff misbehavior, or other incidents. (This documentation is similar to 
Gwen’s cell phone and digital camera documentation of the “not so nice” events 
that she saw happen in her own community.) Nancy also took notes on things 
to relay to her fellow residents’ families. During my visits to the assisted living 
center, I saw almost every walker outfitted with such a crocheted bag and many 
wheelchairs featured them as well. Nancy made these in custom colors and with 
customized storage for other residents, who appreciated not having to carry a 
separate bag. Nancy shared that she would keep a cell phone in her custom bag: 
“If I could get a cell phone I could use the buttons on, I would keep it on my 
walker. That way I could text or call people anytime.” 

For Socializers, the portability of their devices is key to allowing them to stay 
in constant contact. Carrying their devices with them (and quickly answering 
calls and replying to texts) sends the message to others that they are always 
available, and value communication and their relationships. Socializers welcome 
such constant contact. 


ICT Meaning 


Socializers’ lives center on family activities, religious activities, volunteering and 
community involvement. Socializers are deeply embedded within their 
neighborhoods: 
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Pm on the telephone with shut-ins and I email our godson. On 
the computer I’m always checking out things I am interested in 
and causes we’re active in. We’re very pro-life and involved with 
our church. We’re very concerned with all these issues that are 
going on so I’m always on the computer getting information on 
all kinds of activities and things that are happening [...] My fam- 
ily is most important to me — we raised five children and they 
will always be the most important people in our lives. (Mary) 


We [the residents] wanted to get a flag for the assisted living cen- 
ter and I had written to our legislation and asked different politi- 
cians, and they finally got us a flag. Then we wanted to get a flag 
pole so we could have one outside and we worked to get that. We 
wanted to have a gazebo so we did all kinds of things to raise 
money to get that gazebo on our own. So, there’s been quite a 
few things I guess I was involved with here. That’s not even get- 
ting into my crocheting for charity and for the residents here. 
I run the community store. (Nancy) 


I think it’s kind of natural for me to be involved in the commu- 
nity. I did not intend it to be so much — I’ve been honored quite 
a bit you know from different groups [...]. I just want people to 
respect themselves. I just want to help. I’m just Miss Gwen but 
Miss Gwen has a lot of fingers that reach and a big heart that 
reaches. (Gwen) 


For Socializers, community involvement and family play a central role in 
their lives. Mary is involved deeply in her family and in her charity work. Nancy 
undertakes countless tasks to promote community among her fellow residents 
(from installing a flag pole to running a community store that provides everyday 
items residents would like at low cost). Gwen is involved in her church, runs a 
food pantry out of her closet, and is closely involved with her more than 20 
grandchildren. The value of an ICT to these individuals is the connection the 
use of that technology allows. To Socializers, ICTs can deepen existing relation- 
ships and form new ones: 


Another thing that we really enjoy about the computer is getting 
pictures sent to us from the children. Our son has muscular dys- 
trophy and he was home for Christmas. While he was home his 
cousin installed a chairlift at their house. It is wonderful that he 
has it. We wanted to see what it looks like so our daughter-in-law 
sent a picture of it over email. It was so tremendous to see how it 
fit in because of course we’re visualizing it taking up the whole 
stairway and I thought that really was very nice to actually see it 
when we couldn’t travel there. Then we gave a e-reader to our 
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daughter and she sent a picture of our grandson who is 7 sitting 
there reading a book on the e-reader. So, I’ve been appreciating 
more the connection we get from the computer. (Mary) 


Mary, like Nancy and Gwen, frequently used the word “connection.” An 
ICT goes beyond the simple function of communicating to Socializers, to actu- 
ally deepening and sustaining relationships. The word connection emphasizes 
the importance of technology in helping to create an emotional bond. This per- 
spective is very different from task-focused Practicalists or fun-focused 
Enthusiasts. Socializers tend to love their technologies because of their potential 
to connect them to the people they love and care about. 

Socializers’ focus on wanting to use the ICTs that their younger friends, fam- 
ily, and community members use is not an attempt to “look young” or “hip.” 
(Although most of their friends and family rate them as much younger than they 
are, credited in part to their willingness to text.) Instead, this focus on using, 
learning, and owning the ICTs of “the young” is due to Socializers’ deep desire 
to be in touch with the younger generation. 

Socializers place a high value on those ICTs which they view as deepening 
relationships and strengthening community and have little use (or value) for 
ICTs which they feel are isolating or intended to be used alone. It is important 
to note that this judgment of what “brings people together” versus what “sepa- 
rates and isolates” is in the eye of the individual Socializer and is deeply 
impacted by their context. Nancy, for instance, saw video games (her assisted 
living center owned a donated gaming console) as fostering community: 


I like the Wii. We’ll have tournaments on the Wii, and people 
love it. Especially people who like to bowl but can’t physically do 
it anymore. It really brings the community together in a way that 
we otherwise couldn’t because so few of us can be active. (Nancy) 


For Nancy and her fellow residents, virtual bowling was a fantastic 
community-building activity. Many residents participated, excited that despite 
their impairments and/or disabilities, they could bowl once again. The gaming 
console, used in this way, was a socialization technology. Many outside of the 
context of the assisted living center would likely characterize digital gaming as 
an isolating activity, particularly when compared to undergoing a similar activity 
in a physical (non-virtual) setting. However, because virtual bowling fostered 
community in her assisted living center, to Nancy, as a Socializer, it was a social 
technology, not an isolating one. 

As stated before, Gwen had a different view on video games and television 
use. Gwen did not enjoy watching television, preferring to spend her time read- 
ing, writing, or socializing. She felt that the television was isolating and the only 
time she really watched it was when she had guests over to watch a program, 
particularly her grandchildren. She was not a fan of video games, believing them 
to be isolating. Both Nancy’s and Gwen’s very different opinions on the ability 
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of television and digital gaming to connect them to others reflect the values 
Socializers’ impart to technology: ICTs which are social are valued and heavily 
used; ICTs which isolate them and cause disconnection are not. While Nancy 
uses the television to connect to others, Gwen does not; so Nancy is a relatively 
heavy user of the television while Gwen rarely turns hers on. The meaning of the 
television is not in the television itself, but rather exists in the meanings the indi- 
vidual assigns the device (Lie & Sorensen, 1996; Silverstone et al., 1994). 
Socializers, like all the types, cannot be identified by the ICTs they own or use; 
but by the meanings they ascribe to these ICTs. 

Both Gwen and Mary were writers, and they viewed the computer and word 
processing (upon which they both were writing books) was a way for them to 
share their faith and beliefs: 


I do a lot of writing [...] It’s important to me that I write every 
day I can. Writing is so important. It has helped me heal from 
the trauma in my life. Writing has helped me heal and has helped 
me share. Family is just so strong, so strong and so important. 
Passing history on is very, very important to me. Writing is not 
only important to me and my family but just passing things on is 
really important to do. So much of our history [as African 
Americans] is lost, and it’s so important to be passed on. There’s 
a proverb and it says if you have knowledge let others light a can- 
dle to it and I certainly believe that is important — that I share 
my knowledge with others. (Gwen) 


Now I probably would not have written a book if I didn’t have 
Word, because I do not have a good handwriting. I would just 
scribble it all out. But when we got the computer and Word it 
was absolutely a huge gift. I really am a big admirer of Word 
because it has made writing a book so easy to share and write. 
My book is very important to me, it’s about my faith and life as 
a mother. (Mary) 


For both Gwen and Mary, similar themes of the importance of family emerge 
as they speak about the importance of writing, and the role of word processing 
in enabling the sharing of their thoughts with others. For Gwen, it is the sharing 
of a previously mostly oral African American cultural history and tradition. For 
Mary, it is the sharing of her faith and family values. Their writing is not a task 
to be completed on a simple tool, but rather an act of sharing — a word both 
women used independently to describe their writing. Word processing is seen as 
an enabler of this sharing, of building community and family. As spoken about 
previously, Gwen used her digital camera as a device to build relationships, 
using printed photos to make greeting and thank you cards. She felt this let her 
personalize her cards, making them more heartfelt, drawing her closer to their 
recipients: 
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I love photography. I think the skies and the trees tell us such 
great stories. I make cards out of some of my photographs and 
I send people out different pictures I take. I write a little poem 
that goes with the picture. My soul speaks to me and I just write 
out what comes into my head and pick out a picture that is spe- 
cial to me. It is made for that specific person, made only for 
them. That makes it special. I love my digital camera, because it 
allows me to make these special cards. (Gwen) 


For Gwen, the value in her digital camera is not that it is a fun toy to play 
with (as it would be for Enthusiasts) or a great hobby tool to use during leisure 
time (as it is for Practicalists), but the value lies instead in making a personal 
and “special” connection to others. She loves her digital camera because it dee- 
pens her connection with those she creates these cards for. Creating these cards 
is both deeply personal and deeply social; it is an act of love. For Socializers, 
ICTs are valued for enabling, facilitating, and strengthening relationships. 


Socializers: The Technological Social Butterflies 


Socializers are well connected with their communities, families, and friends; and 
are often involved in charity, volunteering, and/or their religious communities. 
This high level of involvement means that they have a large network of intergen- 
erational contacts. They spend a large part of their time socializing and commu- 
nicating with others. Technology enables such socialization and they can be seen 
as the “technological social butterflies” of the ICT user types. Key points about 
Socializers include: 


e Socializers deeply value relationships, building community, and sharing 
knowledge. 

e Technologies used for socialization activities are valued, those they see as 
non-social or isolating, are not. 

e In elder age, Socializers are eager to learn the technologies that young people 
are using, mimicking young generations’ use patterns to foster intergenera- 
tional relationships. 

e Socializers prefer mobile technologies that allow them to be in constant con- 
tact with their large intergenerational social networks. 

e To appeal to Socializers, one should emphasize the social nature of a technol- 
ogy, or its ability to connect individuals and deepen relationships. 


While Enthusiasts love ICTs as fun toys, Practicalists see ICTs as tools, and 
Socializers value ICTs for their potential to connect them to others, the fourth 
user type, the Traditionalist, values the ICTs of their youth. We will explore 
Traditionalists and their nostalgia for these older forms of technology in 
Chapter 5. 


Chapter 5 


Traditionalists: The Keepers of 
Technological Tradition 


Pm not against future things. Like my son said to me over the 
weekend, he said “how’s your computer coming?” I said, “It’s 
alright.” He said, “Mom you got to really pay attention.” 
I said “Thomas, if Pm going to call somebody I’m going to 
communicate with someone, I would prefer to call them on the 
phone and listen to their voice.” Sometimes you can pick up 
things quicker than if you’re going to type it out and then wait 
for a response, at least you’d be there in time if your friend 
needed you right away. I have a friend with depression. If she 
sounds depressed, I can say “Let’s go for a walk. Let’s get out 
of the house.” You don’t get that from an email. Email is good 
for some stuff, not for me. My son doesn’t get that. How can 
you not get that? (Mindy Jean) 


Nostalgia. Tradition. Memories. Love. 

Speaking to Traditionalists is to hear a love sonnet for the “traditional” ICTs 
of their youth. Notably missing from these verses, however, is any mention of 
ICTs introduced after Traditionalists reached middle age. In the case of the 
Lucky Few Generation, they wax poetically about the telephone, television, and 
radio while seeing little use for cell phones, computers, or the internet. 

Traditionalists come from a variety of work backgrounds. Some have expo- 
sure to ICTs in their work, while others have none. They heavily use the ICTs of 
their youth and heartily reject more modern forms of ICTs. They fill their homes 
with traditional technologies, while hiding more modern ones they often receive 
as gifts from well-meaning family and friends. Overall, Traditionalists express a 
great love and nostalgia for the technology of their youth — so much love, in 
fact, that they find their lives too full of these ICTs to have any space for more 
modern forms. 


Formative Experiences 


Traditionalists often express warm memories from childhood about their use 
of ICTs. For the Lucky Few Traditionalists in this study, this included warm 
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childhood memories of the radio and (when they were young adults) televi- 
sion. Mindy Jean, who had originally chosen to stay at home with her chil- 
dren, later continued to stay at home to take care of her aging mother. She 
was a dedicated soap opera fan, having listened to them since she was a 
teenager: 


Tm a soap opera fan. I used to watch a lot of soap operas. I used 
to listen to them on the radio more so than anything, and some 
of them got on TV. Golly, I bet lve been watching them at least 
50 years, at least. I listened to them as a teenager [...] I used to 
listen to soap operas on the radio when I was home sick from 
school. Id listen to all the soap operas with my mother. “Guiding 
Light” I used to listen to, “As the World Turns” I think that was 
on [the radio then], there was another one, I can’t remember 
what the other one was. Oh, I just listened to them all, 
I remember listening to them [...] It was great [when they moved 
to television], you could see who was talking, the voice of the per- 
son, you know, what they looked like [...] It was sad [when they 
were cancelled]. I watch one now from 12:30 until 1:30, “The 
Young and the Restless.” 


Mindy Jean shares that she began listening to soap operas on the radio 
with her mother when homesick. She became a lifelong fan, transitioning her 
soap opera consumption from the radio to the television, and listened/watched 
some soap operas from their near beginning (such as “Guiding Light”) to their 
very end. 

Traditionalists tend to share feelings of warm nostalgia over their use of ICTs 
in their childhood and young adulthood. They have a strong preference for the 
programs (particularly television programs) of their youth, although they often 
enjoy other newer programs as June shares: 


I look at a lot of the shoot’em ups [Westerns] from when I was 
younger. Which I love, and I look at lot of reality television. We 
know reality TV is lies, but they can be very interesting; the 
housewives fighting each other and all that stuff. I ain’t never 
seen anything so silly. (June) 


Lucky Few Traditionalists, like Mindy Jean and June, enjoy the nostalgia 
that listening to “oldies” music and watching rerun television programs from the 
1950s through the 1970s evokes. Unlike Enthusiasts, they have no memories of 
tinkering or being encouraged by technology mentors. Instead, the warm nostal- 
gia of Traditionalists often focuses on the experiences of sharing ICTs with their 
family members. While Traditionalists have many avenues through which they 
are introduced to new ICTs, including work and family members; their default 
preferences are always for the ICTs of their youth. 
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Introduction to ICTs 


Traditionalists have diverse background experiences with ICTs. Some were first 
exposed to computerized ICTs through work, while others were first exposed 
through their families. Traditionalists are not morally opposed to more modern 
forms of ICTs, so they will often try new technologies introduced by family 
members: 


One of my sons is going to come up and set up email for me. PH 
try anything, so they come up and set it up. I'll try it with them. 
It’s not anything I really desire. Pm not fighting for it. PI try it — 
that’s it. (June) 


Pll try the computer. But Pm not really that interested in it. 
(Mindy Jean) 


As both June and Mindy Jean express, Traditionalists are willing to try new 
forms of ICTs, be it email (for June) or using a laptop computer (for Mindy 
Jean). However, their use does not become an established practice. These devices 
come to occupy a desk drawer or gather dust once Traditionalists determine the 
trial period is over (which tends to occur quite quickly). Traditionalists often 
find that their disinterest in using more modern ICTs is met with concern by 
their families, particularly their children. These children tend to buy them all 
sorts of devices, concerned that Traditionalists are “out of touch” or falling 
behind. June had received several gifted cell phones: 


My daughter bought me a cell phone when they first came out 
[...] Then I got one of these that we call the Obama phone, an 
Assurance phone [...] My girl friend moved to Texas and she 
gave me this other phone because she said she wanted me to for- 
ever keep in contact with her. But I don’t use them. I use my 
landline. (June) 


June had received two cell phones as gifts, one from a friend and one from her 
daughter. She also had a government-provided cell phone. Despite having multi- 
ple cell phones and the encouragement of her friends and family to use them, 
June continued to use her landline phone. This behavior typifies Traditionalists. 
While most would assume Traditionalists lacked access to advanced/ digital ICTs, 
such was not the case. In fact, Traditionalists in this study tended to own as 
many, if not more advanced ICTs than some individuals of other types, including 
some Socializers and Practicalists. All Traditionalists owned cell phones and com- 
puters that had often been given as gifts to encourage their use: 


I have a notebook computer I got last year for Christmas from 
George [my husband]. My son set me up and he said he was 


62 Gerontechnology 


going to help me learn how to use it. That never happened. My 
daughter has helped me a little bit and gave me some directions 
on how to use it and then when I did the directions something 
else appeared on the screen. I could never get past that point and 
then when she explained it she went so fast. I needed a little more 
time. (Mindy Jean) 


Mindy Jean had received her computer from her husband as a gift and was 
often encouraged by her children to use it. However, she found their directions 
and lessons confusing. At first glance, it might seem that with more assistance 
Mindy Jean would be a successful computer user. Such a thought suggests that 
her difficulties in learning were due to a lack of knowledge. However, she often 
shared that she simply was not interested: 


Pll try the computer. But Pm not really that interested in it. 
(Mindy Jean) 


At first, in our conversations, Mindy Jean was reluctant to discuss her disin- 
terest. As our time together went on, however, she began to share that she really 
had no interest in using the computer, but did so just to please her husband and 
children. Traditionalists do not necessarily reject more modern ICTs out of lack 
of knowledge, but rather out of such disinterest. (June, for instance, had been a 
legal administrative assistant/ paralegal prior to retirement and had worked 
extensively with computers in that role.) 

Compare Traditionalists, who have low levels of motivation, to individuals of 
other user types who are highly motivated, but lack access to more modern 
ICTs or knowledge of them, such as Nancy (Socializer) and Dan (Practicalist). 
Nancy, a Socializer, expressed many times that she wished to learn to text, but 
she was unable to find a cell phone that she could afford and that would accom- 
modate her physical impairments. Dan, a Practicalist, faced challenges in learn- 
ing to use the computer. These were due, in part, to having worked in a position 
that did not require computer use, coupled with the lack of technical training 
and support after retirement. Both Nancy and Dan expressed strongly wanting 
to use these devices and programs and they went to great lengths to do so. 
Nancy tried multiple cell phone models. Dan sought out computer lessons from 
his wife. While Mindy Jean would speak about how she would try an ICT, she 
never expressed the same level of motivation to learn as Nancy or Dan despite 
having many ICTs available: 


Im not against future things. Like my son said to me over the 
weekend, he said “how’s your computer coming?” I said, “It’s 
alright.” He said, “Mom you got to really pay attention.” I said 
“Thomas, if I’m going to call somebody I’m going to communi- 
cate with someone, I would prefer to call them on the phone and 
listen to their voice.” Sometimes you can pick up things quicker 
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than if you’re going to type it out and then wait for a response, at 
least you’d be there in time if your friend needed you right away. 
I have a friend with depression. If she sounds depressed, I can say 
“Let’s go for a walk. Let’s get out of the house.” You don’t get 
that from an email. Email is good for some stuff, not for me. My 
son doesn’t get that. How can you not get that? (Mindy Jean) 


As Mindy Jean shares, she is not interested in using email; however, she often 
faces pressure from her loved ones to do so. She shares that her son, Thomas, 
scolds her to “pay attention” and start using her computer; admonishing her as 
if she were a child. Traditionalists often feel pressure from family members to 
use ICTs, particularly ICTs that were given as gifts. Traditionalists often feel 
guilty that they have been given these expensive gifts and will try the ICTs. But 
their lack of interest means their use is not sustained. 

As a result of Traditionalists’ high consumption of more traditional forms of 
media such as television and newspapers, they are often very aware of new 
ICTs. This knowledge tends to be very basic and they tend to not understand 
how a specific technology works in detail. However, Traditionalists do under- 
stand that these devices and applications exist. All Traditionalists spoke of vari- 
ous forms of social media, including Twitter and Facebook. Traditionalists 
often watch, hear, or read about these innovations on the traditional media 
forms they love: 


If you say something to a friend in confidence and you say that’s 
between you and I and your friend keeps it between you both. If you 
put it down on in a computer and email or Facebook it’s not always 
between you and I anymore. It can leak out in ways I guess — it gets 
passed on or forwarded and sometimes this is even by mistake. They 
had that on the TV the other night. And there’s bullying that hap- 
pens. That’s why I don’t want Facebook, I don’t want to miss the 
actual interaction with my kids and grandkids and I don’t want to 
participate in something that can hurt people. I know that other peo- 
ple love it and use it, but it’s not for me. (Mindy Jean) 


Oftentimes, the knowledge that Traditionalists have of more modern ICTs 
simply informs them that they are not interested in using them or any of their 
potential features. For instance, Mindy Jean expresses how emails and social 
media can be forwarded on and conversations are not private. She has access to 
more traditional forms of ICTs which allow for, in her opinion, richer communi- 
cation. Such traditional technologies are the core of Traditionalists’ use. 


ICT Use 


Traditionalists have a strong preference for doing technological things “the old 
way.” In the case of the Lucky Few birth cohort, this means choosing to use the 
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landline over a cell phone, the TV over the internet, and the radio over a digital 
music player. 

Traditionalists believe that the ICTs of their youth are far superior to more 
modern ICTs which have been developed as they have grown older. They are 
extremely heavy users of these “traditional” ICTs and use them in every context 
of their lives. Mindy Jean shares how she is continually consuming media in her 
home: 


I love my radio. I like soft rock. I like the older tunes too. I like 
the up-to-date songs that some of them play. I don’t like any of 
the rap or anything else like that, that’s not my bag. CD players, 
or my player, I play that, I play my discs. I just like music. I used 
to listen to soap operas on the radio as a kid when I was home 
sick from school Pd listen to all the soap operas. “Guiding Light” 
I used to listen to, “As the World Turns” I think that was on, there 
was another one, I can’t remember what the other one was. Oh, 
I just listened to them all, I remember listening to them. I used to 
watch them on television too — until they got canceled. Now 
I watch “The Young and the Restless.” I didn’t always sit down 
and watch TV, my soap operas, like just sit there and constantly 
watch. When I was taking care of children in my home and they 
were napping, I would sit down that hour and watch that soap 
opera because it would give me a chance to get refortified, ’cause 
Thad busy kids [...] I mean I wasn’t a fanatic, but they came on at 
different times that I had a chance to sit down or if I was busy in 
the kitchen Ild have the TV on [...] if I don’t have the TV on 
I have the radio on. I play the radio when I have friends over, 
when I do housework, or really anything. (Mindy Jean) 


Be it the television or radio, one or the other is always on at Mindy Jean’s. 
Even when she entertains, she often has the radio playing in the background. It 
was not uncommon for Traditionalists to be using one of their ICTs when I met 
them or called to arrange for a meeting, or even in our interviews themselves. 
June commonly left her television on for background noise during our interviews 
together. Such constant use is similar to Enthusiasts, who also tend to use ICTs 
in every facet of their lives and use them heavily. However, while Enthusiasts 
love all ICTs, with a preference for newer forms, Traditionalists love only the 
forms of their youth. 

Whereas Mindy Jean speaks fondly about using the television and radio, she 
shares that her use of the cell phone is limited: 


Pm not that interested in using my cell phone, let’s put it that 
way. Right now I’m able to communicate and find things out my 
normal way by using the landline. When I can’t do that anymore 
and then I’m really going to have to check things out a little 
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more seriously. But I don’t know if that’s going to come in my 
day and age. Probably I will need to learn. My kids had to call 
me when I got home in the old days; I never had an answering 
machine. If a person wanted you enough they’d keep calling until 
they got you. Now with the cell phone you can get in contact 
with them right away. Well I wasn’t too interested in carrying a 
cell phone and I don’t necessarily always have it on and that 
drives certain people crazy. Because like I said it’s for my use. 
I really don’t want everybody calling me on it. Only my family 
has my cell phone number. They all think I’m a little crazy, but 
I already have a phone. (Mindy Jean) 


Mindy Jean chose to only give her cell phone number out to close family, 
uninterested in using it in day-to-day contexts. This non-use stands in contrast 
to Mindy Jeans’ use of the traditional form of the landline telephone, which was 
very extensive: 


I used to call my mom every day when she wasn’t living here. 
I call my daughter pretty much every day or twice a day. I like to 
chat on the phone. I have a few people I like to call [...] The land 
line is the phone number that we normally give out to anybody. 
The cell phone numbers we kind of keep to ourselves. You don’t 
want everybody in the world to know your cell phone. Our land 
line that’s the phone that we give out on applications or in doc- 
tor’s offices and so on, so we do get reminded of our doctor 
appointments and stuff like that. We use the landline to call out 
most of the time for doctor appointments or we use it for our 
friends. Pm more in contact with friends through the landline 
than my cell. My cell is for emergencies. (Mindy Jean) 


This juxtaposition in Mindy Jean’s use of the cell phone versus the landline is 
typical of Traditionalists. This user type has a very limited use for the ICTs that 
were developed after they reached middle adulthood. For the Lucky Few gener- 
ation, rejected ICTs include cell phones, computers, and social media. 
Embraced ICTs include landline telephones, newspapers, magazines, books, tele- 
vision, and radio. 

It is important to note that many Traditionalists have access to, or even 
directly own, the ICTs they refuse to use due to gifting. For instance, June had a 
Facebook account that had been set up by one of her daughters. At June’s 
request, her daughter only friended family on June’s account (as opposed to 
friending friends or former colleagues, etc.). June only visited Facebook when 
one of her children encouraged her to do so: 


My family sends me a message. They’ll call me and say, “Go on 
Facebook. I just put something on there for you” and that’s 
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when I go in and look for the message. I only use it for family. 
And I only go there when I’m told that there is something there 
for me. I don’t get why they just don’t tell me what it is on the 
phone. I mean, they’re already talking to me! (June) 


Traditionalists severely constrain how many life contexts they use modern 
forms of ICTs in. For June, Facebook was an application she only used with 
family and she only used it when prompted (somewhat begrudgingly). In con- 
trast to June’s use of the television, which she used for leisure and with family 
and friends, her use of Facebook was targeted. This is similar to how Mindy 
Jean frequently chatted on the phone, but only used her cell phone in emergen- 
cies, and only her immediate family had her cell phone number. Such strict lim- 
its on modern ICTs stand in contrast to Traditionalists’ heavy use of older ICT 
forms. 

As more information and services have moved online, Traditionalists have 
adapted. While not direct users of advanced forms of ICTs beyond “trying” 
them a few times, they are often “indirect” users of advanced ICT forms. They 
do not directly manipulate the ICT, but, instead, they have others that directly 
use such devices to get the specific information they need. To facilitate this indi- 
rect use, Traditionalists tend to develop a network of individuals who are willing 
to complete internet tasks for them: 


If I really need something off the internet, someone will find it for 
me. That’s why I have kids. And if my kids won’t do it there’s a 
man who works at the front desk who’s into this whole technol- 
ogy thing and he’ll do it for me. (June) 


Traditionalists often rely heavily on direct users for digital tasks, just as June 
relies on her children, or the man who works at the front desk of her low- 
income apartment complex. Oftentimes, there is concern in the literature that 
non-computer users will be “victims” of the digital divide — unable to access 
important information or services on the internet unless they learn to use com- 
puters themselves (Paul & Stegbauer, 2005; Van Dijk, 2005). Such concerns fail 
to recognize that Traditionalists are often already getting the services or infor- 
mation they need by being indirect users. Mindy Jean and her husband share 
how they use the computer in their relationship, with Mindy Jean (a 
Traditionalist) being an indirect user while George (a Guardian) is a direct user: 


The computer is really my husband’s thing. If I really needed to 
do something online, he could do it for me. (Mindy Jean) 


I see the computer as my thing — as my responsibility. Using the 
computer is my duty. If Mindy Jean needs something, I do it for 
her. Online shopping, finding out the weather, all those things 
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I can do for her, so she doesn’t need to bother trying. (George on 
Mindy Jean’s computer use) 


One easily senses that George believes that Mindy Jean is quite capable of 
using more modern ICTs, if she would only “bother trying.” Traditionalists are 
often met with such judgments on their non-use by family members. 

Being non-users of more modern ICTs does place Traditionalists at risk of 
being excluded from our increasingly digital societies, particularly if the direct 
user they rely on can no longer acquire information or access services. (Meeting 
the needs of Traditionalists in such situations is addressed in Chapter 10, which 
focuses on the practical application of the ICT User Typology.) Despite their 
non-use of more modern ICTs, many Traditionalists own them, resulting in 
unique ways in which they display these unwanted ICTs in their homes. 


ICT Display 


Walking into Traditionalists’ homes is like walking into technological time cap- 
sules: one immediately sights many traditional forms of ICTs. These ICTs are 
displayed prominently and are the centerpiece of many of the rooms, as the digi- 
tal hearth (Flynn, 2003). Notably missing, however, are technologies developed 
after the Traditionalist reached middle age. 

Mindy Jean had four televisions in her home, located in every living place 
she commonly spent time or expected her guests to (the living room, kitchen, 
master bedroom, and guest bedroom). Each of these televisions was the focal 
point upon entering the room, as can be seen in her living room (Figure 5). 

Traditionalists often own many duplicates of their favorite ICTs in order to 
facilitate their constant use, as Mindy Jean does. Mindy Jean’s placement of 


Figure 5. Mindy Jean’s Living Room Television. 
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these televisions throughout her home meant that as she completed other tasks 
or moved about, she could constantly watch or listen to the television. She 
placed other ICTs she used frequently in locations where they also could be con- 
tinually used. Radios were placed in the kitchen, living room, and master 
bedroom. 

While Mindy Jean loved soap operas, her husband, George (a Guardian), 
was often critical of her watching “mindless television” (George). After George 
semi-retired (from full to part-time work), Mindy Jean often watched her pro- 
grams on the master bedroom television when he was home. During days when 
George was working, Mindy Jean watched her soap operas on the kitchen or liv- 
ing room televisions. She often preferred to watch these shows in the kitchen in 
order to prep meals and complete craft projects throughout the day, making her 
time more productive: 


I used to watch the soap operas while I used to prepare dinner. 
“Guiding Light” used to come in at a good time, because I’d have 
it in the background while making supper. “The Young and the 
Restless” was at lunch time ’cause I'd sit here and eat my lunch 
and watch. (Mindy Jean) 


Mindy Jean’s watching habits had changed significantly since several soap 
operas had been canceled. Instead of listening and watching the television during 
dinner preparation, she had begun listening to the radio, another favorite 
technology. 

June had three televisions in her home, all were located in the living room. 
She would have preferred to have a television in the bedroom but was unable to 
move one of the large televisions into that room by herself. The televisions occu- 
pied much of the living space and they were centered in the room. 

Both Mindy Jean’s and June’s placement of televisions in their respective 
homes suggest the importance of this ICT to their lives: it is fundamental. 
Technologies which are valued hold prominent places in Traditionalists’ homes 
and they own many duplicates of these. For Traditionalists, it is the form of an 
ICT that is important to them (for instance, radios and television were preferred 
to computers by Lucky Few Traditionalists). It is not the vintage of the specific 
items they own that carries weight. Having a 1950s or 1970s television that 
mimics furniture is not considered important to Lucky Few Traditionalists. 
Instead, having a television (of any vintage) is important. Traditionalists evoke 
nostalgia through their experience of using the technology, not necessarily the 
way it looks. 

Traditionalists often have an “if it isn’t broke, why fix it?” (Mindy Jean) 
mindset, however. This means that if a device is still usable, they do not update 
to the latest version or technological development. One will often encounter 
older devices in Traditionalists’ homes. Their televisions may be cathode ray 
tube (CRT) televisions as opposed to liquid-crystal display (LCD) flat screen 
versions. Rotary dial phones are often still present (particularly in lesser used 
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rooms). This is in contrast to many Enthusiasts and Practicalists, who tend to 
update frequently. Enthusiasts update due to the excitement of having more 
modern ICTs; Practicalists update due to new features. Traditionalists, on the 
other hand, only update when necessary. 

Traditionalists tend to relegate their newer forms of ICTs that have been 
gifted to them to a spare space or pack them away. These are hidden in contrast 
to their proud display of more traditional ICT forms. June placed her computer 
in a corner of her main living room. (She would have preferred it to be in a spare 
room, but due to the space limitations in her small one-bedroom apartment, it 
needed to be placed in her main living area.) June’s computer was not visible 
unless an individual entered her living room, turned 180° around, and sat in one 
of two positions on the sofa. It was otherwise blocked from view by a large over- 
stuffed loveseat. 

Mindy Jean’s husband, George, was a computer user, and she had him place 
his computer in an office in which she never entered, except to clean. When 
I asked George why his computer was in the office, he stated: “my wife decides 
where things go in the house.” As a result, the computer was out of Mindy 
Jean’s sight and did not interfere with her own ICT use: George could be using 
the computer while Mindy Jean watched television. Mindy Jean also concealed 
the laptop her husband had purchased her as a Christmas gift, placing it (along 
with her cell phone) in a locked cabinet in the living room (Figure 6). She shared 
that this was due to laptops not being appropriate for living rooms: 


I keep my notebook computer in the desk. I don’t think it needs 
to be out all of the time. It’s not really nice enough to have out in 
the open. I make my husband, George, keep his computer in the 
office. I wouldn’t let him have it out here in the living room. 
Computers don’t belong in the living room. You might have a 
TV in the living room, but not a computer. (Mindy Jean) 


Newer devices, which are often pushed on Traditionalists’ by concerned family 
members, are placed in drawers, under the bed, or behind the sofa; out of sight 
and out of mind. This split in what is displayed versus hidden reflects the meanings 
ICTs hold for Traditionalists: older forms are valued; newer forms are rejected. 


ICT Meaning 


Traditionalists denote strong attachments toward the older ICTs of their youth 
but show indifference toward newer forms of ICTs. They describe their relation- 
ship with older ICT forms as “love:” 


I love my television. I watch it all the time. I really love the TV. 
I like the older shows [...] (June) 
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Figure 6. Mindy Jean Keeps her Digital Camera and Computer Hidden in this 
Desk. 


It is common to hear Traditionalists speak about their ICTs in loving and 
endearing tones. However, Traditionalists differentiate between ICTs based on 
their relative age. The important time marker in this differentiation is when a 
Traditionalist is middle-aged: technologies introduced before this time period 
are loved, those introduced after are rejected. 

Traditionalists use the ICTs they love, much like Enthusiasts use the ICTs 
they love: during all waking hours. Traditionalists have a warm relationship 
with the ICTs of their youth and tend to speak about these ICTs as more of 
companions than as devices or media: 


“Guiding Light” I used to watch once in a while. That was on 
during my time that I used to prepare supper for everybody to 
come home. Id have it in the background. “The Young and the 
Restless” was at lunch time and Id sit here and eat my lunch and 
watch. I used to watch “As the World Turns” and that went off 
the air too. I remember “The Guiding Light” and “As the World 
Turns” used to be on the radio. They came on at different times 
that I had a chance to sit down or if I was busy in the kitchen. It 
was nice to have something playing in the background; otherwise 
you get lonely all day. (Mindy Jean) 
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Listening to Mindy Jean speak about her experience with soap operas reminds 
one less of a person speaking of a tool (such as Practicalists would) and more of a 
person speaking of a close friend. Her television watching provided companion- 
ship, particularly during her days of caretaking, first of her children and later of 
her mother. It provided respite and relaxation. For Traditionalists, media and the 
devices used to consume them go beyond simply offering short-term companion- 
ship to representing lifelong relationships. Using such media and devices allows 
them to re-experience their lives and, most importantly, relive the bonds they 
have for the important people in them. 

Mindy Jean had begun listening to soap operas on the radio as a girl, when she 
was home sick from school, as her mother listened to them on the radio at the 
time. When Mindy Jean became a mother herself, she began watching the soap 
operas on television (as they had moved to that form of media). Soap operas 
became an important bonding experience between these two women, who would 
talk about the characters and plot lines unfolding. This discussion first started 
when Mindy Jean was a teen, continuing when she moved out on her own, and 
carried on to when her mother moved in with her during the final years of her life: 


Tm a soap opera fan. I used to watch a lot of soap operas. I used 
to listen to them on the radio more so than anything, and some 
of them got on TV. Golly, I bet ’ve been watching them at least 
50 years, at least. I listened to them as a teenager [...] I used to 
listen to soap operas on the radio when I was home sick from 
school. Id listen to all the soap operas with my mother. “Guiding 
Light” I used to listen to, “As the World Turns” I think that was 
on [the radio then], there was another one, I can’t remember 
what the other one was. Oh, I just listened to them all, 
I remember listening to them [...] It was great [when they moved 
to television], you could see who was talking, the voice of the per- 
son, you know, what they looked like [...] It was sad [when they 
were cancelled]. I watch one now from 12:30 until 1:30, “The 
Young and the Restless.” 


The warm nostalgia Mindy Jean feels toward soap operas is not simply a 
love of this medium or type of show, but rather is a reflection of the love she 
had for her mother and for their shared connection and interest. These shows, 
for her, came to represent her relationship with her mother and she felt con- 
nected to her mother (even after her mother passed away) when she was watch- 
ing them. Losing these shows was not merely the loss of entertainment, but also 
the loss of a connection to her mother. 

Traditionalists do not tend to have negative feelings toward newer ICT forms 
and, in many cases, are not resistant to trying them. However, upon exploring 
them, they simply cannot see “what the fuss is about” (June). Their attitude 
toward the new ICTs is one of indifference (not negativity). During the course 
of our interviews together, Mindy Jean asked me to help her explore some online 
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shopping sites. Upon viewing several sites, she thought would have excellent 
deals, she was disappointed: 


Everybody talks and talks about the computer. But is that really all 
you can get for online shopping? I wanted to see if there are really 
good deals: everybody says you have to go online for the best deals. 
But I can get better deals than that at the mall! (Mindy Jean) 


Mindy Jean, as a Traditionalist, expresses that new ICTs and applications 
simply cannot match the “old way” of doing things. As she says, she can find 
better deals at the store. Traditionalists find their new devices repeatedly fall 
short of their expectations. Compared to their older ICT forms, newer ICTs sim- 
ply cannot compete: 


My computer I use once in a while. I like to play games on it. 
That’s about it. It’s ok. It’s not as nice as the TV. My kids bought 
the computer for me. Otherwise I wouldn’t have one. Why would 
I want a computer when I already have a TV? (June) 


As June states, why would she want to use a computer when she has a perfectly 
good TV? The television helps her fill her days, provides companionship, and 
helps her experience nostalgia. Traditionalists simply love the ICTs of their youth 
so much that there is no room left in their lives for more modern ICT forms. 


Traditionalists: The Keepers of Technological Tradition 


Traditionalists deeply love the ICTs that were available in their youth and 
young adulthood. In many ways, they carry on the ICT use patterns and tradi- 
tions they learned in their childhood into elder age. One can think of 
Traditionalists as keepers of the technological traditions of their youth. Key 
points about Traditionalists include: 


e Traditionalists have very fond memories of their ICT use as children and 
young adults and still have strong preferences for these ICTs and media. 

e Friends and family members gift their Traditionalist loved ones modern ICTs 
but these remain mostly unused by the Traditionalist. 

e They place the older forms of ICTs they love prominently in their homes, hid- 
ing more advanced forms. 

e While Traditionalists love the ICTs of their youth, they are largely indifferent 
to newer forms. 

e To appeal to a Traditionalist, it is important to evoke generation-specific feel- 
ings of nostalgia. 


While Traditionalists embrace or reject ICTs based on their relative age, the 
Guardian user type views all ICTs with suspicion, as we will see in Chapter 6. 


Chapter 6 


Guardians: The Technological Resistance 
Fighters 


I feel that there’s a need, there’s definite need for all this modern 
technology. There’s a need for it but I think it’s just like many, 
many things it’s overdone. I think it’s absolutely mind-boggling 
ridiculous that cars now have TVs in them [...] I believe a happy 
life is a life of moderation. Yes, use a computer, use a cell phone. 
The cell phone is wonderful because you can be in the grocery 
store and realize that “oh gosh do I need that?” And you could 
call home and say, “can you look in the cupboard and see if 
I need such and such or” or you can call somebody and say, “I’m 
running late. I got caught in traffic.” But you go to the mall and 
you see people walking around and they’re just talking on the cell 
phones. Talk, talk, talk on the cell phone. I thought you went to 
the mall to go shopping. So, I think that people go overboard on 
all that stuff. (Margaret) 


Gluttony. Laziness. Waste. Excess. Morality. Boundaries. Control. 

Guardians are deeply concerned about the impact of technology on our socie- 
ties. ICTs are not seen as negative, but rather seen as enabling individuals to 
wallow in negative traits we all possess: laziness, gluttony, waste, and self- 
isolation. 

Guardians believe that individuals need to set strict boundaries, carefully con- 
trolling their ICT use. While deeply concerned about issues such as information 
security, privacy, and media bias, they use a mixture of ICTs in their everyday 
lives. Guardians tend to not differentiate between kinds of ICTs in their poten- 
tial to cause moral decay nor do they make distinctions based on the relative 
age(s) of the ICT(s). Abuse of the telephone is no different than abuse of the 
computer in Guardians’ minds: both can be used in ways that impact our safety 
and privacy, and cause harm to people and society. 

Guardians are introduced to ICTs by family members and through work. 
They heavily regulate their own technological use (setting time limits, for 
instance) and tend to hide all ICTs in their homes to prevent “mindless” or unin- 
tentional use. Guardians often have been shaped by extremely traumatic experi- 
ences with technology in their early to mid-adulthood. 
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Formative Experiences 


Guardians can have very nostalgic views of ICTs from their youth, much like 
Traditionalists. Unlike Traditionalists, however, these views are seen in strict 
contrast with the current time period. Guardians believe that ICT use in the past 
was heavily self-regulated by individuals. The use of ICTs in the present day reg- 
ularly isolates, separates, and enables negative traits, such as laziness. Margaret, 
whom we heard from at the beginning of the chapter, shares how media con- 
sumption and ICT use were family focused and social when she was a child: 


Back then, we watched TV as a family. We sat down after supper 
with a bowl of popcorn and you watched TV. I can remember 
long before we had a TV, we used to go to the movies. And we 
had a little movie theater that was within walking distance of our 
house and my mother loved movies. And so, many a night after 
dinner, we would go to the movies. We’d go to the movie as a 
family. Then on Saturdays, as long as we had our chores done, as 
long as our rooms were picked up and we had helped mom do 
whatever we were supposed do, Saturday afternoons was the 
movies. And it was a social thing. Everybody was at the movies 
on Saturday afternoon. It was where you met up with all the kids 
that you went to school with, and it was a social thing. 
(Margaret) 


Margaret loved going to the movies with her family and became a lifelong 
movie lover, like her mother. She often spoke wistfully about her childhood 
experience with the television and the movie theater. In this and other recollec- 
tions, however, she makes it clear that her nostalgic memories are in strict con- 
trast to the ICT use patterns of today: 


I think the TV now, at least my experience with TV; even back 
when I still watched it once in a while, it was more like you’re 
doing your own thing. It wasn’t a social thing anymore. It’s iso- 
lating. The television has sucked people into thinking they need, 
I need this, I need that. It’s become more and more “let’s get our 
Christmas shopping done in September!” Let’s almost forget 
about Thanksgiving, that Thanksgiving even exists anymore. 
Other than it’s Black Friday, the day after Thanksgiving. Let’s 
just run out and buy a whole bunch of stuff that nobody needs. 
“Oh, I want that.” “Where can I get one of those?” What for? 
TV glamorizes everything: violence, waste, excess. (Margaret) 


“Back then” (during Margaret’s childhood) television and the movies were 
time-defined events (such as watching a single program after dinner), family- 
focused (with the entire family watching one program or movie together), and 
social (with interaction among family and friends). “Now” television (and other 


Guardians: The Technological Resistance Fighters 75 


ICT use) is often time-undefined (with some people turning on the television as 
soon as they get home or leaving it on all day), individual (with individual mem- 
bers of a family consuming different media), and isolating (everyone using their 
own devices, people being manipulated to gluttonous consumption, and pro- 
grams glamorizing violence). Guardians often see a decay in the moral compass 
of society and they believe that ICTs, if their use is not strictly controlled by the 
individual, facilitate such decay. Guardians have experienced a highly traumatic, 
transformative experience with ICTs that occurred before or during their mid- 
life. These experiences, such as job loss or divorce, are coupled with the use of 
ICTs in a way that harmed the Guardian. For instance, George felt his lack of 
IT skills was one of the reasons why he was encouraged to leave the workforce, 
retiring earlier than he originally had planned. Oftentimes, these traumatic 
experiences have been tied to the introduction of new ICTs into the Guardians 
life, be it in their work or families. 


Introduction to ICTs 


Some Guardians were first introduced to ICTs in work, while others were 
primarily introduced by family members. However, unlike other types, the intro- 
duction of new ICTs into a Guardian’s life often was coupled with many nega- 
tive consequences or correlated with traumatic concurrent events. Margaret 
shares how the introduction of the computer in her workplace impacted her: 


When I left work I had a computer on my desk. Everybody had a 
computer on their desk. When I first went [back] to work in 1980 
the computers that we had were the computers where you only 
had incoming information. I don’t know how to explain it any 
other way. But we had no input. It was information that came to 
us. Most of us in the office when we got “the new computers” 
were panic stricken. (Margaret) 


Margaret was “panicked” when new PCs were introduced to her office. She 
feared using the computer: that she could break the technology or that she 
would not know how to complete a task. She and a friend took computer classes 
together to help her overcome her fears. Other Guardians were not introduced 
to computer technology in the workplace. Natalie and George were white- 
collared professionals (Natalie was co-owner of a biological testing company; 
George was a Vice President in pharmaceuticals). Both avoided computer use 
due to their positions in their respective companies. (Dan, a Practicalist, dis- 
cussed in Chapter 3, was in a similar situation.) 

Computers, early in their introduction, were seen as secretarial work by 
many white-collared professionals (Mandel, 1967), and both Natalie and 
George shared this sentiment. As Natalie expressed, when it came to computers: 
“I had my secretary do it. We had a secretary — that was what she was there 
for. I didn’t need to know what she did — we could hire it.” George shared if he 
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needed something from the computer, “I just had my secretary do it.” Much of 
his work involved using reports that were often prepared by others, including 
computer technicians, and he shared his work philosophy on computer use had 
been: “I wasn’t running down saying how does this computer work or why do 
you do this — it’s like I didn’t care — that wasn’t my job.” 

In mid-life, Natalie’s marriage slowly began to sour and she suspected her hus- 
band was committing fraud in their shared business. As co-owner, Natalie was 
extremely concerned that she could be held liable for her husband’s deceit. She 
became determined to learn to use the computer — to investigate her husband’s 
business dealings — secretively. With the help of her cousin, she installed a key 
stroke tracker on her husband’s computer. The key stroke tracker not only con- 
firmed her suspicions that her husband was defrauding the business but also indi- 
cated that he was romantically and sexually involved with other women: 


I didn’t use a computer until 1999, when I wanted to find out if 
my husband was cheating the business and if he was cheating on 
me. So, my cousin would talk to me over the phone: “Now you 
do that, now you do that.” I was scared to death of breaking 
the thing. It was a step-by-step-by-step-by-step thing. Because 
I couldn’t just jump in and start clicking on stuff! Installing the 
tracking software gave me some confidence, I got some experi- 
ence. I was forced to do things. I went into hackers’ chat rooms 
looking for a key stroke tracking program. I called one kid — he 
was a college student. He had a key stroke tracking program out 
there. I downloaded it, but I couldn’t use it, because you had to 
know how to use a computer. So, I called him after I asked him 
for his phone number. I said, “I couldn’t install your program 
Tm not — I’m not computer literate — I’m a housewife. Pm not a 
computer operator” so he put together a program that was sim- 
ple. And it did its own thing. Just for someone who didn’t know 
how to run a computer. I used that and it worked. That’s how 
I found out that my husband had a girlfriend — he emailed her so 
I wouldn’t know. (Natalie) 


Natalie’s first set of experiences using a computer was extremely traumatic; 
eventually what she found from her installation of the key stroke tracker led to 
her divorce and loss of her business. She recognized the computer was not the 
source of the trauma (in fact, Natalie felt quite empowered and confident after 
she learned a bit of computer knowledge). Rather, this technological learning 
experience became closely associated with the traumatic experience of losing her 
life partner and work. 

Traumatic past experiences with ICTs have led Guardians to be cautious about 
adopting new technologies for fear of potential consequences. Many of their new 
ICTs tend to be gifts from family and friends. Some of these gifts are welcomed, 
but many are not. Margaret shared that when she retired from her position as an 
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administrative assistant in a financial firm, her work colleagues bought her a cell 
phone, although they had originally proposed buying her a computer: 


Actually, the only reason why I had a cell phone when I retired is 
that people at work asked my kids “What could we get her?” 
Could they get me a computer? My daughter said “no, no, 
no. No don’t get her computer. She won’t use it. Get her cell 
phone. If you have any money left over, get her a nice phone, 
and just pay part of the plan.” (Margaret) 


Margaret, as she shared, would not have used a computer if her workplace had 
bought her one when she retired. She was leaving work, in part, because of her 
traumatic experiences with computer technology. Instead, she was gifted a simple 
cell phone; which she felt was a more useful and appropriate gift as she had fewer 
negative experiences with the cell phone. (Margaret purchased her own computer 
under the guidance of a neighbor several years after retirement.) Since Guardians 
concerns focus on ICTs being used in inappropriate ways, they tend not to have 
issues with receiving ICT gifts that match their values. For instance, Jackie was 
concerned about the influence of corporations on society, including issues such as 
monopolization and price gouging. Her now-deceased partner had purchased her 
an Apple laptop, after several bad experiences with Microsoft in the workplace: 


My husband knew I always wanted an Apple computer because 
I heard if you’re into photography or any of the arts that’s the 
computer to use. Now I had never used it or knew anything 
about it. I just had too many people tell me that was user-friendly 
and I hated Microsoft. Quite frankly, I hated it. It used to do 
whatever it felt like doing not what I felt like doing. But I love 
my Apple! It was a wonderful gift! (Jackie) 


Guardians can be cautiously accepting of technology, particularly if they are 
convinced that it is secure. But they are very careful about ensuring they use 
these devices appropriately in ways that are non-damaging to society. 

The only ICT which drew universal heavy criticism (and was seen as overall 
a waste of time) was video gaming. Most technologies, however, occupied a 
middle ground: if an individual could prevent becoming engrossed in using an 
ICT, prevent themselves from losing basic manners, and maintain a balanced 
life, the ICT was seen as potentially good for the individual. Guardians tend to 
view their own use as appropriate and examples of “good” (as opposed to 
“bad”) technology use, because they carefully self-regulate and set limits. 


ICT Use 


Guardians carefully structure their ICT use around face-to-face (non-virtual) 
time with friends and family. They view such face-to-face interaction as being 
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critically important; believing that using ICTs to communicate devalues relation- 
ships. In their minds, all people should set and keep goals for incorporating as 
much non-virtual communication into their lives as possible: 


Technology is often easier than spending time with someone in 
person. You don’t have to put up with bad characteristics and bad 
habits. I work at having face-to-face time. I make sure I see all my 
friends face to face, I don’t just live in the virtual world. (Natalie) 


Guardians, like Natalie, often view choosing digital or virtual communication 
as shirking away from the work of maintaining a face-to-face relationship. Keeping 
“virtual” relationships is, to a Guardian, the “lazy” way of maintaining friendships. 
Jackie shared this preference for physical face-to-face relationships as well: 


I prefer to meet people face to face. I preferred to meet you [the 
researcher] face to face. I can judge people better face-to-face 
than over the phone or online. You're a real person. Pd much 
prefer to spend a half an hour with a friend and see them than 
spend an hour with them on the phone. (Jackie) 


Guardians place a high value on physical presence in their relationships, 
which stands in contrast to the other types we have discussed. Many Enthusiasts, 
such as Alice and Fred, had “virtual” friends they had met on messaging boards. 
Guardians would likely dismiss these virtual relationships as being “less real” or 
of lesser value than those that were based on physical contact. Socializers, such 
as Gwen, viewed their ICT use as strengthening and deepening their relation- 
ships. Guardians would suggest technology use instead separated and weakened 
their relationships. Traditionalists, with their heavy ICT consumption, such as 
Mindy Jean, showed a strong preference for using a phone over email, believing 
email lacked important social cues. Guardians would suggest that phone and 
email both lacked social cues and that spending more than a few minutes on the 
phone with a person was gluttonous. 

Guardians limit how many life contexts they use technologies in. They own a 
device or application for a specific purpose and they carefully regulate their use 
to ensure it remains on target. Most Guardians could easily identify how they 
used various ICTs, be they cell phones, televisions, or computers. Natalie shares 
how her cell phone is used primarily for emergencies, while Jackie shared how 
she used her computer to check news and communicate via email: 


I think the cell phone is a great thing. Especially in the case of 
emergency when you have to get a hold of somebody. It leaves 
you free to perform some task without having to worry about 
missing a phone call. It gives you little bit of freedom. (Natalie) 


What is important to me is to check the news every single day. 
I don’t have a TV and I don’t ever intend to have another TV. 
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Therefore, I need to know what’s going on. I need to know 
what’s going on in this world as far as news. That is important to 
me. I feel like I’m lost when I don’t. So, I use the computer for 
my news. News and I do my emails. I check those during the 
day. That’s important to me because that’s one of my primary 
ways of communication with the outside world from home, as 
I don’t like to talk on the phone. I also use the computer to work 
with my pictures. It’s all leisure stuff. (Jackie) 


For Guardians, their use is specific, targeted, and regulated. At first glance, 
this seems eerily similar to Practicalists, who also target their use toward func- 
tion. However, there are some very important differences. Guardians focus on 
regulating their use of ICTs to prevent bad habits and traits from being exposed, 
such as being “sucked in” to watching too much television or spending all day 
on the computer. Their primary concern with keeping their use targeted to 
specific purposes and tasks is to prevent absorption and isolation, potentially 
negative consequences of ICT use. Practicalists target their use toward function 
and completing a task, viewing the ICT as a tool to get a job done. An example 
of this difference is that Guardians see the television as a device that “sucks” 
away valuable family time, while Practicalists view the television as a potential 
tool of leisure to be used during family time. 

Guardians are concerned about watching too much television, spending too 
much time on the phone, and texting too often. ICT use is viewed as coming at 
the expense of other, more worthy and important activities: 


Cell phones can be as annoying as all hell because people don’t use 
them as they should. People get those things stuck in their ear 
[wireless ear pieces] and they’re talking with no notice of where 
they are. People have forgotten about courtesy. I was with a friend 
yesterday and she was texting. And, of course, the phone kept ring- 
ing, and she wouldn’t turn it off because she’s got family members 
that might be trying to get to her. So, you couldn’t even carry on a 
conversation. This thing kept making this noise — it got to be an 
annoyance. In church yesterday, two phones went off. There is a 
time and place for these things, and it isn’t church. (Natalie) 


For Guardians, the people directly in your presence require more thought 
than people who might contact you from afar. As Natalie suggests, Guardians 
believe that there are appropriate uses of cell phones — but church (as an 
example) — is not one of them. ICTs were particularly seen to pose a potentially 
damaging risk to young people. Margaret shares that while ICTs are needed, 
they are often overused: 


I feel that in life to today there is a definite need for all this mod- 
ern technology. There’s a need for but I think it’s just like many, 
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many things it’s overdone. “It’s a beautiful day outside.” I used 
to say that to my grandson when he used to come over. When he 
was 10, 11, 12 years old, Pd say “it’s a beautiful day go on ride 
your bike. Go ride your bike go out and play. You’re not going 
to sit in here and play that video game all day. If it’s raining you 
can go play your videogame.” But there are other things to do. 
Go out and look at the trees. I think it’s absolutely mind- 
boggling ridiculous that cars now have TVs in them. Look out 
the window. Enjoy the view, see what you’re seeing in the car. 
It’s removing them from a part of life that I think is important. 
I think it’s important to sit down and have a conversation with 
mom and dad. And talk to grandma and grandpa if you’re lucky 
enough to have grandma and grandpa. (Margaret) 


Overuse of technology is seen as removing the individual from the real and 
important world, the world that, in Guardians’ minds, teaches life lessons and 
forges relationships. Guardians tend to be particularly concerned about chil- 
dren’s overexposure to the virtual world, as children have not learned their own 
self-regulation, as Margaret speaks about. Guardians carefully self-regulate their 
own use, including how much they use specific ICTs (often setting a time limit): 


I’m not saying that you have to have your nose in a book all the 
time, but you don’t have to have your nose in front of the com- 
puter all the time either. I believe a happy life is a life of modera- 
tion. Yes, use a computer, use a cell phone. The cell phones 
wonderful because you can be in the grocery store and realize 
that “oh gosh do I need that?” And you could call home and say, 
“can you look in the cupboard and see if I need such and such 
or” or you can call somebody and say, “I’m running late. I got 
caught in traffic.” But you go to the mall and you see people 
walking around and they’re just talking on the cell phones. Talk, 
talk, and talk on the cell phone. I thought you went to the mall 
to go shopping. So, I think that people go overboard on all that 
stuff. (Margaret) 


Guardians believe that technologies are a part of everyday life; but they are 
just a part. As Margaret suggests, technologies have very well-defined uses in life 
and are convenient (hence why Guardians use them), but they are just “a part” 
of what should be a diverse life of moderation. If a Guardian feels an ICT is too 
burdensome to use, leading to an overabundance of waste or decay of morals, 
they will often choose to stop using that ICT form altogether. Jackie shares how 
she stopped using her television after her partner’s death: 


I used to have a TV. What I found was that we had two TVs. My 
husband had his and I had mine because we had different things 
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that we wanted to watch. Again, I don’t like wasting my time so 
why would I watch something that he wanted to see but I didn’t? 
So, we had two TVs, and I would watch my TV upstairs when 
I went to bed, it was in the bedroom [...] After a while I found 
there was nothing I was interested in. All the shows are low qual- 
ity and the news lies about everything. I won’t have a liar in my 
home [...] Quite frankly I think society as a whole spends way 
too much time on TV. They should really turn the TV off and do 
other things. So, when my husband passed I just didn’t see any 
need for anymore. And I had stopped watching a lot of it. Pd go 
for walks with my dog. Id read. Pd visit with friends. (Jackie) 


Jackie had carefully regulated her own television use by shutting it off and 
“doing other things.” She merely, at best, tolerated using the device, finding no 
joy in its use. Keeping a television after her partner died made little sense: she 
no longer watched it and she felt that the content (particularly, the news) was 
filled with bias. She did not want to welcome such media into her home and 
when she downsized to a small apartment she did not bring the television. 

George, a Guardian, was married to Mindy Jean, a Traditionalist we met in 
the previous chapter. When he was working full time, he was effectively out of 
the house five to six days a week for 10 hours or more; which meant that there 
was little conflict over ICT use and non-use in their marriage. When George 
retired, Mindy Jean’s love of her traditional forms of media often upset him, as 
he suddenly was exposed to her nearly constant habits of having the television 
or radio on. As a Guardian, he preferred to limit his time-consuming media or 
using technology. Being married to a Traditionalist, this was not possible. 
Mindy Jean quickly became tired of him being critical of her technology use, so 
she encouraged George to find part-time employment. George quickly took a 
position with a big box retailer. This allowed Mindy Jean to consume and use 
her traditional media and devices while George was out of the house, but also 
allowed George to restrict his exposure to unwanted ICT usage. 

For Guardians, their use of ICTs is carefully regulated and guarded. 
Technologies are not viewed in terms of what they can facilitate (such as tasks 
or relationships) but on how they can damage or destroy. Guardians place ICTs 
in their homes in arrangements that discourage their use, reflecting their desire 
to carefully self-regulate. 


ICT Display 


Guardians’ homes are notable, not because of the ICTs that are visible, but 
because of the ones that are not. Their homes are remarkably devoid of ICTs in 
the main living areas. Restricting easy access to technology is a way that 
Guardians prevent overuse and regulate and control their own technology 
habits. 
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Margaret lived in a ranch home with a finished basement. She spent most of 
her indoor time on the main floor, which was ICT-free, with the exception of 
her cell phone and a television in the smallest guest room. Visitors could easily 
spend a week or more without encountering a television, radio, or computer. 
Margaret prided herself on her ICT-free living room (Figure 7), which she felt 
facilitated playing piano music, reading and, most importantly, conversation. 

Entering Margaret’s home, one immediately sees her technology-free living 
room. Contrast this with an Enthusiast’s home, such as Alice’s: when one 
entered, one immediately saw Alice’s television, stereo, and laptop. For 
Guardians, such as Margaret, restricting the positions of ICTs prevents their 
overuse and, therefore, helps Guardians self-regulate: 


Pm not a big TV fan. I think it’s become such a way of life; it’s 
the first thing people do when they walk in the door is either turn 
on the computer or turn on the television. And it’s not like, “how 
was your day in school today?” “Gee it really smells good in here 
it looks like you made something nice for supper.” Boom, the 
TV’s turned on when they come in the house. Sometimes I think 
with some people it’s just like background noise. But the TVs got 
to be on or life’s not going to be complete. I had an elderly gen- 
tleman come here for Thanksgiving. And he came in and he said 
“oh, this is wonderful, a real living room, no TV. And I said 
“oh, there’s a TV back there in the den.” But that is where the 
TV belongs. (Margaret) 


Figure 7. Margaret’s ICT-free Living Room. 
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Margaret is quite proud of her ICT-free living room, and how having such a 
space prevents her from automatically turning on the television, while promoting 
the face-to-face relationship building that Guardians find so important. While 
Traditionalists place the ICTs they love in the center of their rooms and 
Practicalists place ICTs in rooms based on their function; Guardians hide all 
ICT forms and place them in difficult to reach locations to restrict their use. 
Margaret kept her computer, a flat screen television, and a stereo in her finished 
basement. While the finished basement was quite nice, it was removed from her 
main living floor and, as a result, she only went to the basement when she 
wanted to use technologies. Such placement prevented her from “mindlessly” 
turning the television or radio on for “background noise.” 

Guardians would often say “electronics shouldn’t be in bedrooms” (Jackie) 
or “a living room shouldn’t have a TV in it” (Margaret). In their considerations 
of where to place an ICT, the focus is not centered on where ICTs belong in the 
home, but rather where they do not belong. Guardians work extremely hard to 
keep their ICT-free spaces devoid of technology, even if it means that their part- 
ner or other individuals find their own ICT use restricted. Margaret, for 
instance, had a boyfriend who enjoyed watching “mindless TV” (Margaret). She 
placed a small cathode ray tube (CRT) television in the smallest spare bedroom 
on the main floor for her boyfriend to watch: 


My boyfriend has his own TV [on the main floor] that he will 
watch all his news programs on. He’d be watching mindless TV, 
because he’s the type that when he walks in the door, he turns the 
TV on. If he wants to watch TV he has to watch it on his own 
TV. I don’t want to see it. (Margaret) 


Margaret placed her boyfriend’s television in a very awkward spot in a 
cramped bedroom (Figure 8), restricting his use. The only way to view the televi- 
sion was sitting on the end of the single guest bed, which provided no back sup- 
port, and likely became uncomfortable quite quickly. 

Margaret, who strictly limited her own television viewing to a single DVD 
movie per week, had a large flat screen LCD television in her finished basement. 
Her boyfriend, who did not restrict his use, had a much smaller CRT television 
placed in an awkward corner in the tiniest room in the house. Such placement of 
these two televisions juxtaposes the differences these individuals have in their 
ability to self-regulate. Margaret was able to self-regulate her own use of the 
television, so she rewarded herself with a pleasant viewing experience: a large 
television in a comfortable room. Her boyfriend, incapable of such strict regula- 
tion, was offered a small television and an uncomfortable viewing area. If her 
boyfriend could not regulate his own use, Margaret would regulate his use for 
him. 

Guardians, however, do not always have the luxury of hiding their ICTs. 
Margaret had the space to place her technologies on a separate floor and in a 
spare bedroom. Jackie did not. She had recently been widowed by her partner of 
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Figure 8. Margaret’s Boyfriend’s Television. 


over 10 years. When she was young, she had moved her family from their north- 
eastern US city to Canada to escape a financially abusive ex-husband. She only 
returned to the US city to be close to family and friends when he passed away, 
several decades later. After she returned she met her partner, whom she called 
her husband (although they chose not to get legally married). Jackie did not 
have a private retirement account, as she had predominantly worked in retail 
and low-level secretarial positions. As a result of her having spent so many years 
outside of the United States, her work history did not qualify her for Social 
Security benefits (the US pension system for those age 65 and older).' This left 
Jackie in her early seventies without any retirement income. 


'Since Jackie had not been married for 10 years or more, she also did not qualify for 
Social Security marriage benefits. Marriage benefits allow a person to either choose 
to collect their own Social Security pension, or an amount equal to half of their 
spouses (or former spouses) Social Security pension; whichever is greater. However, 
to qualify, one must have been married to their spouse for a period of 10 years or 
greater, even if they have since divorced. Since Jackie had worked out of the country 
for several decades and had never been legally married the minimum ten years, she 
did not qualify for any Social Security benefits, either on her own or under the mar- 
riage benefits clause (Social Security Act, 2018; United States Social Security 
Administration, 2018). 
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Jackie was financially at risk. She had inherited her partner’s estate, which 
she sold to cancel debt and raise money. She made her living by working odd 
jobs, often in retail, which were difficult to find because “no one wants to hire 
an old person” (Jackie). She had realized that she would no longer be able to 
afford to rent her small one-bedroom apartment and decided to buy a pop-up 
trailer to live in. She planned to head south, where she could live in a relatively 
inexpensive camp ground for US$50 a week. When I interviewed her, she was 
selling her last few items (furniture and home goods) to fund her journey. As a 
result, her living room had been overrun by boxes of items and furniture she was 
attempting to sell. The only rooms left in her apartment free of these items were 
the bathroom, a small kitchen, and bedroom. The few ICTs Jackie owned, 
mainly a digital camera, laptop computer, and a telephone, had to be kept in 
her bedroom. The placement of these ICTs directly in her living space caused 
her quite a bit of stress and worry: 


This [bedroom] is my living area. So, I don’t really like my com- 
puter in the area that I’m living in — I don’t like it where Pm 
sleeping because electronics just interferes with everything. I’ve 
read many places it’s not good to sleep in or near these types of 
things. I read that you sleep better if you don’t have it near you. 
I just read that you shouldn’t have your cell phone near your bed 
when you're sleeping. You shouldn’t even be holding your cell 
phone for that long of the time against your head, because people 
are coming down with brain cancer because they talk on the cell 
phone. I’m conscious of that kind of stuff. Pm conscious of 
health. I know all about it and I do things to avoid the problem. 
The computer’s convenient because it’s right here so I use it a lot. 
While we were talking I heard a click and then I knew I had an 
email. So sometimes I hear that [click] and Pll check to see what 
it is. Pm more likely to stop what I’m doing and check my email 
because it’s right here and I can hear when I get one. (Jackie) 


For Jackie, the placement of her computer in her bedroom meant she 
checked her email more often and was more likely to interrupt other activities to 
do so. As a Guardian, this often upset her. She felt that her future situation in 
the trailer would likely be better, as she would no longer have internet, and 
would no longer hear notifications from her email. She would instead rely on the 
nearby public library for internet service, which would allow her to isolate her 
use of her laptop to only times when she visited. 

Natalie, after her divorce from her husband due to his infidelity, became a 
hoarder. When her former husband and son moved out of their shared home 
and ended all contact, she responded by slowly filling up their rooms with items. 
After filling up their rooms, she proceeded to fill the upstairs hallway, the stairs, 
and later her dining and living room. These rooms were unnavigable, lacking 
even pathways, as they were piled with boxes and furniture to the ceilings. She 
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moved her bed into her family room which adjoined the kitchen, placing her 
computer on her former kitchen table (she stood to eat), and her television in 
a corner of the family room. Natalie stated that she had “no need for a 
table because I have no family.” 

Natalie’s television was placed in the family room across from her bed. She 
commented that if she could, she would find some other place for her computer 
and television, such that she didn’t need to be “surrounded” by them, but that 
she had no other space in her home. 

George felt he had little control over how the ICTs were placed in his home. 
He relayed, “I’m married. My wife decides where everything goes in this house, 
not me.” So while Mindy Jean, his wife, proudly displayed her traditional forms 
of ICTs all over the house, George felt he had little choice in their placements. 
However, George deeply disliked her watching soap operas, so when he was 
home, Mindy Jean retired to the upstairs bedroom to watch them, a compromise 
they had reached. 

Guardians resist using ICTs in ways that they view as negatively impacting 
society, their relationships, and themselves. This includes resisting societal expec- 
tations to have technologies scattered throughout their home and resisting what 
they believe is societal pressure to constantly be using ICTs. 


ICT Meaning 


Guardians often can point to one or several extremely traumatic experiences 
with ICTs that shaped their perspectives on technology. These are life-changing 
events in which ICTs are seen as playing a significant role, such as technologies 
impacting job loss or divorce. Margaret experienced the slow reduction of her 
career due to technological intervention and Natalie the dissolution of her mar- 
riage and abandonment of her family. These traumatic experiences tend to occur 
before or during mid-adulthood. 

For Margaret, the workplace introduction of newer forms of ICTs, most 
notably the television and the computer, shifted her job at a major financial 
firm from an enjoyable position to one of drudgery. Margaret went from 
being an “assistant sale representative” where she had power to act on client 
requests, to “just being a secretary” who had little social interaction and 
little autonomy. While her title at the financial firm stayed the same, every 
technological introduction in her workplace represented a decrease in her 
interaction with others and a slashing of the most enjoyable parts of her 
position: 


I was the sales assistant to the manager of the branch and part of 
my job was to talk to people until [the manager] was ready to see 
them because he might have somebody else in his office. So, 
I developed a very good rapport with people and sometimes 
they’d say, “Well we don’t really need to see him anyway, this is 
what we want to do” and it would be taken care of by me. But 
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then there became a time after everything became computerized 
that I was, more or less, told by somebody higher up than my 
boss: “You're spending way too much time with people, just get 
the order, get whatever it is that they want, and then get them 
out of here.” 


Margaret’s work once involved a high amount of interaction with clients. As 
the person at the front desk, she was responsible for speaking with them while 
they waited to see her supervisor and could even help clients to make their 
trades. However, after the introduction of the computer, a higher supervisor told 
her she was spending too much of her time interacting with clients; instead, she 
should take their order and have them leave. As a Guardian, who deeply valued 
face-to-face interaction, this ran against many of her core values. The organiza- 
tion made other significant technological changes that impacted the office and 
her position: 


We used to have an old ticker tape up in front of our office. On a 
daily basis we might have 30 or 40 people that would come in 
every single day to watch the ticker tape. Some of them would 
just sit up there, have their coffee, check the ticker tape, maybe 
put in an order here and there, but it was like a gathering place. 
Well, then they [the management] took the ticker tape out 
because it wasn’t generating any business according to the higher 
ups. They didn’t understand that it was a community gathering 
place and it did bring in business. So, then they put in a TV after 
they took out the ticker and some people came in to watch the 
ticker tape go on the bottom of the TV, and eventually the higher 
ups took that out too. 


Margaret’s workplace first took out the relatively less-invasive information 
technology of the ticker tape, replacing it with a television. Upon removal of the 
television, her office no longer was a gathering place, and no longer encouraged 
non-virtual interaction. Without clients stopping by the office to visit, Margaret 
lost the face-to-face client interaction that made her job worthwhile. Her organi- 
zation also decided that the vast majority of communication would be done only 
through email and not on the phone or in meetings: 


Then after a while I was told “you can’t be giving out quotes 
over the phone unless they have an account here, or unless 
they’ve done business within such a period of time.” It went from 
being kind of like a semi-family friendly place to work to being 
just a place to work where there was more stress [...] Once we got 
email, it was just [an unwritten policy of] “send me an email” 
rather than calling. Then people just became just an email rather 
than a person. 
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Unlike Socializers, who view modern forms of ICTs as drawing them closer 
to others, for Guardians, the introduction of ICTs into relationships degrades 
them. Margaret shared that she felt that the atmosphere of her office had 
changed and that the increasing introductions of ICTs set employees against 
technology: 


So, we lost that personal contact and that’s the thing I don’t like 
about it. Now I know that’s not all the computer’s fault, but it 
was just a whole mindset of instead of that one-on-one human 
contact being the priority — the computer was the priority. It’s 
cold, it’s sterile, there’s no feeling of camaraderie. It became man 
against the machine. I’m not against progress you know, we need 
to have progress, but I think it’s just gone too far. (Margaret) 


Traumatic experiences that shape Guardians are not limited to the work 
environment but can also be of a personal nature. Natalie shared how she felt 
technology played a major role in the loss of her family, creating distance 
between her and her husband and son: 


There were two men [my husband and son] so two TVs in our 
house. So, I’d be upstairs sewing or listening to the radio or music 
on a tape that I had. They wouldn’t let me watch anything 
I wanted to watch. They’d watch TV for eight hours a night and 
wouldn’t talk to me. I can remember when we got our cabin. The 
cabin was to get my son out of the city — out of the suburbs. We 
went up there and we only got one channel on TV. So, my hus- 
band and son would drive seven miles to a convenience store and 
rent DVDs — a video. They wanted a dish on the roof and I put 
my foot down and said “No, this place is for us, not for TV.” We 
bought that place to be a family and save our marriage, not to sit 
there mesmerized by some mindless program. I had my sewing 
machine, and their TV went in the next room. For some strange 
reason my sewing machine made snow on the TV. So, when they 
were there I couldn’t sew. So, I was glad when they weren’t 
there — all they did when they were there was watch TV and not 
talk to me anyway. At least when I was alone I could sew. 
Because what’s more important — you sit there and watch TV or 
you spend time with your family? (Natalie) 


For Natalie, the television resulted in her family life being disrupted. In their 
home, she found that her husband and son watched television programs that she 
did not enjoy. Often, her husband and son watched different programs simulta- 
neously on different devices, placing distance between them as a family. When 
Natalie and her husband’s marriage began to collapse, they decided to buy a 
cabin a few hours travel away. The purpose of the cabin was to be able to spend 
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time together as a family, away from the distractions and influences of “city 
life,” in an attempt to heal their marriage. When her husband and son wanted to 
have a dish installed to watch television, she refused, and they chose instead to 
rent videos against her wishes. Her family failed to connect, even when they 
went to the lengths of buying property and taking vacations to do so. 

Since the one activity that Natalie greatly enjoyed, sewing, interfered with 
her husband’s and son’s use of the television, they eventually told Natalie she 
could no longer sew when they were present. Essentially, in her mind, her 
husband and son chose television watching over spending time with her and 
even prohibited her from partaking in her hobbies. 

Natalie’s experiences with technology went even deeper, however. As men- 
tioned earlier in the chapter, she first learned to use a computer when she 
became convinced her husband was defrauding their shared business. However, 
she had attempted to learn to use a computer previously, and she asked her son 
for lessons: 


I asked my son to teach me to use the computer, but he said 
I was too stupid to learn. So, after my husband and son moved 
out I was free to use the computer, the TV [...]. I finally got to 
use these things! Because they had monopolized everything — 
that is all they cared about — the TV and the computer — not 
me! (Natalie) 


One can imagine the hurt that Natalie felt, as a mother, to be told by her 
own son that she was simply “too stupid” to learn to use a technology. For 
Natalie, technology use represented the traumatic experiences in the breakup of 
her family. The television separated her from her husband and son; the com- 
puter hid her husband’s extramarital affair and business impropriety; and her 
own son berated her over her lack of technological knowledge. Natalie felt that 
her husband and son loved their ICTs more than her. Eventually, she would 
become estranged from her son, having not spoken to him in nearly a decade 
when we met. 

Guardians also have concerns about how ICTs are used by organizations and 
governments, believing many institutions are using technology nefariously: 


I think that there’s a lot of abuse on the Internet and it’s coming 
from big companies. That’s the worst part. We all know that the 
population has a certain amount of criminals in it. But you don’t 
expect big corporations to be part of those criminals. And they 
are more and more. I could go on; we’d be here for 10 hours [...] 
if I went into all of it! [Laughs.] My computer is what allows me 
to be aware of this manipulation by the big companies, because 
I won’t watch TV. TV is just a bunch of brainwashing. The TV 
lies, and I abhor lies. Those TV news people will actually lie. 
They literally look into the camera and lie. (Jackie) 
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Jackie, and all Guardians, see good in the respective ICTs they use: the inter- 
net has a purpose for researching the truth and learning the latest news. 
However, these devices can also be used for negative purposes: from removing 
people from present relationships to outright lying to, manipulating, and mis- 
leading people (such as the television). For Guardians, ICTs represent a sort of 
Pandora’s Box: they hold both good and evil and, unfortunately, they feel that 
society prefers to delve into the evil and use ICTs for negative purposes. Jt is not 
the device that is negative, but how it is used. 

Guardians have strong beliefs that much of society lacks strong morals and 
good boundaries with regard to ICT use. They see many individuals struggling 
with how to effectively integrate technologies into their lifestyles in balanced 
ways. Instead, many are overcome by their absorption into the virtual world, 
leading to a displacement of their “real” (physical and face-to-face) relationships: 


I see these technologies as taking up a lot of time that could be 
spent actually living rather than watching. Especially things like 
3D where you participate in a world that is generated instead of 
the real world. To me it’s a copout. It’s also very “one-manship:” 
it doesn’t include other people. It’s very isolating. They’re repla- 
cing human relationships with technology. It’s easier to do that 
than talk to someone. Talking to someone takes work. Using the 
technology is more convenient. It’s always available. You don’t 
have to work at relationships. Just push a button. (Natalie) 


Considering the extremely traumatic experiences Guardians have often had 
with ICTs in their work or personal lives, it is not surprising that they view using 
ICTs as an easy alternative to maintaining face-to-face relationships. It was eas- 
ier for Margaret’s workplace to treat her as “just a secretary” and have her send 
emails than to have her (from the organization’s point of view) “waste” time 
establishing relationships. For Natalie, it was easier for her husband and son 
to watch television and play videogames than to work on repairing their 
family life. 

For Guardians, it is important to set strict boundaries to prevent being 
absorbed into the virtual world, or to prevent taking a “copout” (Natalie) from 
the “real” one. Guardians talk at length about the importance of setting these 
boundaries around their own use, but they also believe all society should set bet- 
ter boundaries: 


There are other things to do besides technology. There is the old 
adage that there’s a time and place for everything. It’s just like 
everything else. It’s kind of like when kids are little and you set 
boundaries on dinner time. If I make something new, you have to 
try it. If you don’t like it, fine, I won’t make it anymore. But we 
got to have something where we have a balanced meal. We will 
sit down and eat dinner together. You’re not going to go in the 
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den with your little plate so you can watch some television show. 
We're going to sit down and have a family dinner, because this is 
our time to share. This is our time to discuss what you did today. 
This is our time to get together and socialize. It’s not going to be 
just come in, grab a bite to eat, something, whatever is in the 
refrigerator, and then go lounging in front of the TV until bed- 
time. That’s not going to happen. I see young families today that 
use a certain amount of constructive discipline and I see that they 
do much better with their children than the ones that just let 
them do whatever they want to do. Control the family. But it’s 
not just technology — it’s just life. (Margaret) 


Margaret’s dinnertime analogy reflects Guardians’ views that ICTs are best 
used in moderation. New technologies should be tried (much like when your 
mother makes a new dish); however, their use must also be moderated (much 
like how parents set rules on eating at the table). Teaching children moderation 
in all parts of life is important to Guardians. Technologies are very much like 
unhealthy snacks: having a few in moderation is fine, but being gluttonous is 
unhealthy. 

In an increasingly technological society, Guardians view their resistance to 
inappropriate ICT use as activism. As activists, they avoid purchasing or using 
ICTs which they believe violate their privacy or encourage corporate greed, 
believing that their actions can help to create a subculture of positive ICT use. 
Guardians view wasteful ICT behaviors as similar to other wasteful behaviors in 
our societies, such as food waste: 


Really, I find it offensive when I see the waste. I grew up in the 
Depression and the War and I find it offensive that people today 
don’t understand want versus need. I go to people’s houses and 
they are wasting food... and I see people waste technology too. 
Sometimes Pll see someone with a smartphone and I think “gee 
I wonder if I should really get one of those” and I go, “no, 
because you would never use it to the capacity, you don’t need it 
and you don’t really want it, and if you think you want it it’s 
only because somebody else is telling you should want it.” People 
don’t understand the difference between a want and a need any- 
more, and all this technology stuff does is cause unrest. The com- 
panies make you want it. People are wasteful throwing all their 
old technology away. All they want is new, new, new. (Margaret) 


As a child of the Depression, Margaret often grew up without basic necessi- 
ties, including food, and has a strong distaste for waste as a result. She sees 
many modern families who are wasteful in general, not only with food, but also 
with technology. She moderates her own behavior, choosing to not purchase 
devices that she knows she cannot fully use, much like she does not prepare or 
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buy food she knows she will not eat. She resists being influenced by commercials 
and the media, which she believes tries to convince her to consume more tech- 
nology. Understanding the difference between a “want” versus a “need” is a fun- 
damental skill that she feels society has become inept at, and this includes 
understanding “want” versus “need” when it comes to purchasing technology. 

Guardians believe technological boycotting helps prevent organizations, the 
government, and corporations from abusing individuals socially or financially. 
Jackie spoke about how corporations often take advantage of individuals and 
how she actively resists patronizing these organizations: 


I was angry when I found out my MP3 player wouldn’t work 
because it was too old and they wanted me to buy a new one. It 
was only a few years old! I was literally angry. When I’m angry 
I fight back by not buying the products anymore. That’s the way 
I fight back for everything I don’t like. I don’t go to banks 
I don’t like. I cut the credit cards of banks that have given me a 
bad deal. I resist. That’s what I’m doing, I’m resisting, Pm boy- 
cotting. That’s what I do when they make me angry. I choose, 
and I tell everyone I know my experience. So that they also 
are aware, because that’s the only way you’re ever going to be 
effective is that if enough people know it something will happen. 
If enough people do it something will happen. A company will 
change. (Jackie) 


When Jackie speaks about her experiences with her music player, she couches 
them in her general purchasing behavior. It is not simply ICTs and their use that 
are negatively influencing society, but rather it is general trends in organizational 
practices that leave individuals open to the risks of being given a “bad deal” 
(Jackie). You will notice that she is actively resisting falling prey to these larger 
trends, seeing herself as a “fighter” and a “resister.” 

Whereas Enthusiasts are activists for encouraging ICT use, Guardians are 
activists for balanced and critical ICT use. Both Margaret and Jackie sought to 
influence those around them to carefully consider their ICT use and purchasing. 
Despite Guardians’ beliefs that they are resisting inappropriate ways of using 
technology they often feel isolated and disconnected, misunderstood by the gen- 
eral population: 


I feel like I live in a different era than everyone else. I am content 
with what I have. I just sometimes think that the younger genera- 
tion has so much input into their lives that they don’t get a 
chance to just sit down and enjoy life. I’m not a negative person, 
I just feel so strongly that life is not compromises. Life is so much 
better if everything is done in moderation. I’m not knocking the 
wonder of the computers or all the modern technology that we’re 
so lucky to have! I’m just saying that I think it’s become an 
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obsession with a lot of people. But other people think I’m just 
strange. (Margaret) 


Margaret expresses that she often feels out of place in modern society, a feel- 
ing shared by many Guardians. Guardians’ feelings toward ICTs are often 
harshly dismissed by society at large. 
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Guardians have a deep concern over how ICTs are used in everyday life. While 
they often use a plethora of technologies, their use of these ICTs is very 
restricted in terms of both the functions and the amount of time they use them. 
Guardians actively resist using ICTs in ways they view as negative for society. 
They view themselves as activists fighting for balance in an increasingly techno- 
logical environment, as resistance fighters in a digital world. Key points about 
Guardians include: 


e Guardians can often point to one, or a series of, very salient life-changing 
traumatic experiences with ICTs. 

e They believe that technologies should be used in moderation and this use 
should be carefully controlled. Guardians carefully control and restrict their 
own use. 

e In their homes, Guardians prefer to hide ICTs, placing them outside of the 
main living areas. 

e Guardians do not see ICTs themselves as negative, but rather that technologi- 
cal use brings risks of becoming gluttonous, isolated, and lazy. 

e To appeal to a Guardian, technologies must be private, controllable, and 
secure as Guardians are highly sensitive to privacy and information security 
risks. 


These five user types demonstrate five distinct patterns of domestication in the 
use, meaning, and display of ICTs. Enthusiasts love ICTs as fun toys, 
Practicalists see ICTs as tools, and Socializers see ICTs as connectors. 
Traditionalists love older forms of ICTs but reject newer forms, while Guardians 
view all ICTs with suspicion. An overview and summary of the ICT User 
Typology follows in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 7 


Understanding the ICT User Typology and 
the User Types 


The five user types of the JCT User Typology, the Enthusiast, Practicalist, 
Socializer, Traditionalist, and Guardian, capture the diversity of older adult 
ICT users from those who are excited to those who are fearful. Each user type 
represents a distinct domestication (Silverstone & Hirsch, 1992; Silverstone & 
Hirsch, 1994; Silverstone et al., 1994) pattern in the way that individuals are 
introduced to, use, display, and come to find meanings in ICTs. People can be 
categorized into these patterns based on their general philosophy toward tech- 
nology. Table 1 integrates all five user types, exploring the domestication pattern 
for each, allowing easy comparison: 

Enthusiasts love ICTs, display them proudly in their home, are interested in 
new innovations, and center their lives around technology. They can often 
remember “tinkering” with ICTs in their youth, an activity encouraged by a 
technological mentor who had a deep interest in technology themselves. They 
often use multiple ICTs at the same time and they push their workplaces to use 
more technological innovation. Enthusiasts’ seek out new ways to use ICTs they 
own in every facet of their lives and form relationships with others over the topic 
of technology and through its use. Technologies are displayed predominantly in 
their homes to allow easy and constant use. Eager to try new innovations, 
Enthusiasts see ICTs as fun toys. 

Practicalists enjoy using ICTs which fulfill a need and help them complete 
tasks in their everyday lives. They see the ICTs they use as being function- 
specific and highly tied to a single aspect of their lives, be it for use in their 
work, family, leisure, or community. These technologies are viewed as for their 
own personal use and they place a high value on those with proven functional- 
ity. They have no interest in exploring how to use a single ICT in every facet of 
their lives. Practicalists place ICTs in function-specific rooms, often placing com- 
puters in home offices and televisions in entertainment rooms. Practicalists see 
ICTs as tools. 

Socializers have large intergenerational networks of friends, family, and com- 
munity contacts. They use their ICTs to create, grow, and maintain these 
connections. Technologies which allow them to socialize and build these bonds 
are highly valued; technologies that are seen as isolating have little value. 
Socializers, who have busy lives due to high community involvement, prefer 


Table 1. The ICT User Typology: Comparison of the Five User Types. 


User Type Views ICTs as 
Enthusiasts Toys 

Fun 

Play 


Practicalists Tools 


Functional 


Socializers Connectors 
Bridges 


Social 


Formative 
Experiences 
Positive 

Tech mentors 


Encouraged to 
tinker 


Early work 
experiences 


Highly 


intergenerational 


families and 
communities 


Introduction to 
ICTs 

Media 
Relationships 
Self-sought 


Work 
Relationships 


Relationships 
(especially 
relationships 
with younger 
individuals) 


Use 


Stretches ICTs 
across life 
contexts 


Simultaneous 
multiple ICT 
Use 


Focuses on 
function 

Enjoys practical 
application 
Single life 
context use per 
ICT 


Focuses on 
connection and 
community 
Enjoys 
socialization, 
constant 
contact 


Display 


Every room 
Focal point 


ICT-specific 
rooms 


Functional 
placement 


Mobile ICTs 
Moves ICTs 


with them 


Role in Society in 
Regards to ICTs 


“Technological 
Evangelists” 


“Technological 
Tool Users” 


“Technological 
Social 
Butterflies” 
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Traditionalists Tradition 


Guardians 


Nostalgia 


Allowing 
individuals to 
wallow in negative 
traits 


Harmful 


Positive experiences 
with ICTs in youth 


Salient traumatic 
experience(s) 


Relationships 
(gifting of 
unwanted ICTs) 


Relationships 
Work 
Self 


Enjoys using 
ICTs of their 
youth 

Rejects newer 
ICT forms 
Focuses on 
control 
Highly 
restricted 
Disciplined 


Older forms 
displayed 
Newer forms 
hidden 


ICTs hidden 
Restrict use 
through 
inconvenience 


“Technological 
Tradition 
Keepers” 


“Resistance 
Fighters” in a 
Digital Society 
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mobile ICTs that they can take with them or use while completing other tasks. 
Most importantly, they choose to mimic how their youngest contacts use tech- 
nology; adapting to and adopting the use patterns of the youngest members of 
their social networks. Socializers see ICTs as connectors. 

Traditionalists love the ICTs of their youth. They tend to be very nostalgic 
and place a high value on the ICTs that were available when they were young 
adults and children. Their lives are so full of these more traditional ICT forms 
that they see little to no value in using more modern ones. They receive 
advanced technologies as gifts from friends and family members. They will try 
these devices (often under the urging of their loved ones) but find that these 
newer technologies cannot compare to their beloved devices. More traditional 
forms of ICTs are displayed prominently in their homes, while the newer devices 
they have received as gifts are hidden. Traditionalists love the ICTs of their 
youth but see little use for newer ICTs in their lives. 

Guardians highly value in-person face-to-face (non-virtual) contact and rela- 
tionships. They view all ICTs (regardless of when an ICT was introduced into 
their lives) as potentially negative influences: devices which allow people to wal- 
low in gluttony and wastefulness. They believe strongly that technologies them- 
selves are not negative, but rather can be misused with negative consequences 
for individuals and society. Guardians set strict self-imposed guidelines on how 
often, how much, and when they use ICTs, resisting what they view as societal 
pressure to become consumed with and by the virtual world. Guardians place 
ICTs into areas of their homes which make them less accessible to prevent them- 
selves and others from “mindless” use. They are proud of maintaining ICT-free 
spaces in which they can enjoy non-virtual relationships and tasks. For 
Guardians, ICTs are devices which allow us to wallow in our negative human 
traits, especially if we are not disciplined in using them. 

It is important to note that these user types represent the predominant way in 
which individuals approach ICTs in their lives. Regardless of a person’s predom- 
inant approach toward technology, almost all people have concerns over its mis- 
use. While Enthusiasts tend to love new ICTs and are willing to try them, most 
are still concerned about issues such as privacy and corruption. However, the 
difference between Guardians and Enthusiasts is that Guardians’ predominant 
view is shaped by concerns of misuse, whereas Enthusiasts’ predominant view is 
shaped by a sense of play. Almost all participants shared concerns over the mis- 
use of technologies, regardless of their type. For types other than Guardians, 
however, these concerns are very much secondary, if not tertiary. For Guardians, 
these concerns take center stage. 

For instance, Alice, an Enthusiast, shared a story of how she found her 
Facebook profile pictures placed on a family tree website. She was disturbed 
by finding her pictures posted elsewhere and asked for them to be removed. 
However, Alice continued to use Facebook, stating that she loved it, but realized 
that there were risks involved. Other Enthusiasts expressed concerns about issues 
such as net neutrality and the influence of advertising. However, these concerns 
were secondary to Enthusiasts’ love of ICTs. Given the number of contact hours 
spent in interviews, it is unsurprising that almost all the individuals in the study 
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Figure 9. Willingness to Try New ICTs. 


shared that they had concerns with technology misuse. Indeed, most of us have 
such concerns, and if we do not, we probably should. !' 


Comparisons between the User Types: Understanding 
Similarities and Differences 


While each of the user types is distinctly different, there are some similarities 
between the types. Some types are more willing to try new ICTs or more knowl- 
edgeable than others. Several of the types are extremely nostalgic, with fond 
memories of using ICTs in their youth, while others are not. This next section 
uses scale gradient bars to illustrate several important features of each type to 
facilitate easy comparison. 


Willingness to Try New ICTs 


Enthusiasts tend to be extremely willing to try new ICTs, viewing new technolo- 
gies much like a child views new playthings, carrying this willingness to experi- 
ment with technologies from childhood into adulthood (Figure 9). Anything 
new, as long as they see it as fun, they actively want to try. Alice and Fred, who 
were romantic partners, often were trying new ICTs and showing them to each 
other. Socializers want to try any ICT they observe their social networks using 
to communicate and pay particular attention to those used by younger indivi- 
duals. Gwen, as a Socializer, was shown a tablet by her daughter at a sporting 
event and was immediately interested in trying it. Practicalists are also willing to 
try new ICTs, as long as the technology has a proven function that they believe 


‘Overall, privacy and information security (and other ethical issues) has been under- 
studied in Gerontechnology (Schulz et al., 2015), despite the ethical concerns 
involved in many ambient (van Hoof, Kort, Markopolous, & Soede, 2007), assistive 
(Mortenson, Sixsmith, & Woolrych, 2015), and caregiving technologies (Parviainen & 
Pirhonen, 2017). As privacy concerns just beginning to be addressed in much of the 
Gerontechnology literature, the current ethical concerns have focused on the individ- 
ual (concerns over a person’s privacy or agency) and fewer on how a technology 
impacts a larger social group, such as communication patterns in a care setting. As 
Coeckelbergh (2018) suggests we, as Gerontechnologists, should begin thinking about 
such technologies not only in terms of individual impacts, but also societal and group 
impacts. 
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will benefit their daily lives. Belinda was constantly learning new ICTs for 
her job and targeted her exploration of these new technologies for educational 
purposes. 

Guardians, while they are suspicious of all ICTs, are moderately willing to 
try new ones. They often have concerns about the quality of media content and 
are concerned about issues such as privacy and information security. If they 
have adequate reassurance that something is indeed safe, they will try a new 
technology. They will likely continue using such a technology as long as it is not 
too intrusive to their non-virtual lives: they can restrict and control its use. 
Margaret was willing to adopt online shopping after she had reassurance from 
both her neighbor (who served as her technical support person) and was walked 
through the process by an employee of the company over the phone. Both 
reassured her online shopping from this retailer was secure (and explained the 
security procedures in a way she could understand). 

Traditionalists are the least likely to try new ICTs, at least in any sustained 
way, as they have little interest in newer innovations. They often are gifted these 
technologies from well-meaning family and friends and may try them under 
duress or urging. However, their use is not sustained. Mindy Jean’s laptop had 
been used several times in the six months she had owned it, but it was typically 
stored in a locked desk and remained untouched for weeks at a time unless her 
children prompted her to get it out for a lesson. 


Fun versus Function 


Enthusiasts tend to see ICTs as pure fun. They enjoy and expect functionality 
out of their devices, but technologies are more playthings than work (Figure 10). 
Fred often spoke about the great fun he had with various technologies from the 
television to the smartphone. Traditionalists also believe that ICTs are great fun 
and, therefore, use their chosen devices quite frequently. For Traditionalists, 
their favorite and most fun ICTs are those of their youth. Newer ICTs simply are 
not fun to Traditionalists. June found her television fun, but not her computer. 
Socializers consider technologies that can be used to build community and/or 
communicate great fun. Non-social or isolating technologies that Socializers 
cannot use to communicate or build community are seen as having little value. 
While Gwen had great fun making up text speak, she had no enjoyment from 
watching her television, as she believed it was an isolating device. Such beliefs 
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Figure 10. Fun versus Function. 


Understanding the ICT User Typology and the User Types 101 


emphasize that Socializers base their judgment of fun primarily on their beliefs 
about the communication and/or community building potential of a technology. 

Practicalists and Guardians view ICTs as much more functional devices than 
fun ones. Practicalists are concerned primarily with the usefulness of a technol- 
ogy; their interest is in how an ICT’s functionality can improve their lives. Many 
Practicalists, like Boris and Belinda, are intentional about not playing with tech- 
nology as a toy, but rather using it to complete tasks as a tool. Guardians, who 
view ICTs as potentially negative influences, tend to not see ICTs as fun, but 
rather functional items that they use to complete an activity without becoming 
too absorbed. Margaret carefully regulated her own computer use to a small 
number of tasks, limiting the time she spent online. 


Experiences with Technology (Positive versus Negative) 


Enthusiasts have had the most positive experiences with ICTs throughout the 
life course (Figure 11). They have loved ICTs from childhood, integrated them 
into every aspect of their lives, and have introduced numerous technologies into 
their workplaces, families, and communities. Their experiences are overwhelm- 
ingly positive and they have positive memories throughout the life course 
about ICTs. 

Practicalists, Socializers, and Traditionalists also tend to have positive inter- 
actions with ICTs. While Practicalists and Socializers do not wax poetic about 
their love for technology as Enthusiasts and Traditionalists tend to, they do tend 
to focus on positive interactions they have had. Belinda, a Practicalist, spoke 
about how ICTs enabled her work as an educator. Gwen, a Socializer, would 
speak about how technology positively enabled a connection with her family. 
Traditionalists’ experiences with the technologies of their youth are overwhelm- 
ingly positive. Mindy Jean’s discussion of soap operas and how they helped her 
to bond with her mother is an example of the overwhelming positive memories 
Traditionalists have of traditional ICT forms. Newer ICTs are met with 
indifference. 

Guardians, however, stand apart in this area, as the only type that can pin- 
point extremely traumatic and life-changing experiences with ICTs. Margaret’s 
example of the downgrading of her job and Natalie’s family’s disintegration, 
and the part that technology played in both these occurrences, are prime exam- 
ples of such traumatic experiences. 
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Figure 11. Positive versus Negative Experiences with Technology. 
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Figure 12. Willingness to Experiment/Play (On Their Own) with ICTs. 


Willingness to Experiment with their ICTs 


Several user types are much more willing to experiment and discover, on their 
own, new uses and functions within an ICT that they already own (Figure 12). 
Enthusiasts love to “play” and experiment with their technologies. Alice, for 
instance, spoke about how she experimented with her smartphone to find uses in 
her work as a home health care nurse and then encouraged others in her office 
to try these new applications. 

Socializers are interested primarily in communication and connection and 
specifically experiment with ways to use ICTs for social, communicative, and 
community building purposes. Nancy’s use of the gaming console in her 
assisted living center is an example of how Socializers experiment with using 
ICTS that many would consider non-social to build relationships and 
community. 

Guardians and Practicalists are less likely to experiment with ICTs. 
Guardians are uninterested in investing a significant amount of time to learn 
new uses. Jackie shared that while she enjoyed using her laptop for digital pho- 
tography and news, she wasn’t interested in finding other uses — she would 
much rather go for a walk or visit with friends. In Guardians’ minds, the time 
spent on deep exploration removes them from their everyday non-virtual lives, 
where they place the most importance. Practicalists are similarly disinterested in 
experimenting on their own to find new uses, as they believe ICTs are tools, and 
not playthings. Belinda, for instance, stated that she did not want to “play” with 
the internet, but rather used it in a targeted and focused way to find educational 
tools. 

Traditionalists, who only try newer ICTs at their families’ and friends’ urg- 
ing, have no interest in experimenting with ICTs on their own. June’s children 
had set up a Facebook account for her and would often call her and urge her to 
“go online.” She often refused, telling them to just tell her on the phone. June 
had no interest in using or exploring how to use Facebook and had never posted 
her own content. 


Technological Fear 


Much of the gerontechnological literature has addressed older adults and tech- 
nological fear/ anxiety (Nimrod, 2018). In the early literature, this was often 
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Figure 13. ICT Anxiety. 


termed computer anxiety.? Numerous studies have shown that computer courses 
(Dunnett, 1998; Dyck & Smither, 1996) and exposure to ICTs (Czaja et al., 
2006; Jay & Willis, 1992) are effective countermeasures. 

A different way to conceptualize this anxiety is to term it as confidence or 
self-efficacy. Prior studies have shown that self-efficacy, or a person’s self-belief 
that they can use a technology, is critical to using an ICT,* while feelings of mis- 
trust and worries about privacy and information security decrease use (Golant, 
2017; Yusif & Hafeez-Baig, 2016). Enthusiasts, Socializers, and Practicalists 
express very little computer anxiety and tend to be very confident about their 
use of ICTs (Figure 13). (A notable exception to this, however, is Practicalists 
who have not had work exposure to ICTs, such as in Dan’s case.) 

Traditionalists, who chose not to use ICTs, tend to express neither confidence 
nor anxiety. They do tend to report lower computer skills due to their choice to 
not use more modern ICTs in their daily lives. However, it is important to note 
that Traditionalists do not feel that computer anxiety is the source of why they 
do not choose to use more modern ICTs. Rather, they are simply disinterested 
and unmotivated. Mindy Jean shared that she had no desire to use a computer, 
despite her children’s urging. 

Guardians show a high amount of technological anxiety. They tend to be 
overly concerned about internet security and privacy and express fear that they 
can unwittingly “break” or “harm” things. Much of this concern is over- 
wrought, however. Most Guardians have better technical skills than for which 
they give themselves credit. Jackie once cleared a computer virus from her 
machine by calling her local computer store, and following their instructions, 
even though by her own measurement she was not that technologically 
competent. 


See for example Charness, Schumann, and Boritz (1992), Dyck, Gee, and Smither 
(1998), and Laguna and Babcock (1997), all studies which focus on technological 
anxiety and older adults. 

>The literature on self-efficacy and older adults is well developed (Eastman & Iyer, 
2004; Haddon, 2000; Hogan, 2005; Lagana, 2008; Lam & Lee, 2006; Lee & 
Coughlin, 2015; Tsai, Shillair, Cotten, Winstead, & Yost, 2015; Turner, Turner, & 
Van de Walle, 2007). 
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Figure 14. Self-assessed Skill Level. 


Self-assessment of Own Skills 


Enthusiasts are, by both their own estimates and those of others, the most skilled 
ICT users (Figure 14). They live and breathe technology and, therefore, their 
skills match their high levels of use. Enthusiasts are skilled not only for their age 
bracket, but as could be seen in Chapter 2, skilled compared to the general 
population. Harry, for instance, was the technical support person for his entire 
family, many of his friends, and his coworkers — despite being older than the 
vast majority of them. 

Socializers and Practicalists have mid- to upper-level skills, depending on 
their exposure, although they exhibit more targeted approaches to learning new 
ICTs than Enthusiasts. For Socializers, their skills are solidly focused on com- 
munication devices used within their social circle(s). They quickly explore all the 
ways others are using these devices to communicate and replicate these patterns. 
Gwen often spoke about how she learned text speak to communicate, using 
many of the same acronyms her grandchildren used. 

Practicalists tend to be well versed in the ICTs they use frequently. They are 
not explorers like Enthusiasts and are more likely to rely on someone to train 
them (often through their work) or illustrate new functions or uses. Since 
Practicalists are unlikely to explore on their own, their skills outside of their reg- 
ular tasks can be quite undeveloped. Dan, who worked in a director position in 
a global non-profit, had little exposure to computer technology in his work. 
When he returned to the US after several decades living overseas, he found that 
he no longer had the office support he enjoyed prior to retirement and so he 
began taking lessons from his wife. This reflects both Practicalists’ targeted use 
(and non-use), but also their resiliency and ability to use new tools they encoun- 
ter. Practicalists, once they have determined that something is useful, will 
marshal the resources they need and learn how to use a device. 

Guardians and Traditionalists tend to rate their skills as being lower than the 
other user types. Guardians tend to have a moderate level of skill when it comes 
to computer use. They tend to slightly underrate their skills, as seen previously, 
as they believe that they are less competent than they truly are. In particular, 
Guardians are well versed when it comes to issues such as net neutrality, internet 
security, online safety, and search engine optimization. Although they may not 
always know the exact technical terms for these concepts, they understand the 
basic premises. Their tendency to believe that technological devices can unlock 
negative human traits makes them sensitized to learning about these issues from 
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the media and from their own experiences. Jackie spoke about how corporations 
used techniques to ensure that their results appeared first in a search engine 
(search engine optimization), something she had discovered from her own obser- 
vation and then extensive research. In many ways, Guardians allow their anxiety 
and concerns over technology to cloud their own judgment of their actual 
skill level. 

Traditionalists, who are not modern ICT users in their elder years (outside of 
required work use), tend to have the lowest skills. If they used advanced ICTs in 
their work they are well versed in using those ICTs; however, if retired, their 
skills may be dated. June’s computer skills had degraded since her retirement 
from her legal secretary work and although she once had a good basis of knowl- 
edge, she did not desire to expand or update it. Mindy Jean, who had been a 
stay-at-home mother and then wife, had never been exposed to computer tech- 
nology in the workplace and, therefore, lacked even basic computer skills. 
Despite her husband’s and children’s urging (and technological gifts), she did 
not wish to learn how to use the computer or to use her cell phone for features 
beyond basic calling. 


Nostalgia and User Type 


While Traditionalists and Enthusiasts tend to be very nostalgic about technology 
(Figure 15), this nostalgia is decidedly different. For Traditionalists, they tend to 
fondly remember using the ICTs of their youth, often reminiscing about impor- 
tant relationships that involved use. Mindy Jean’s relationship with her mother, 
as they watched soap operas throughout their shared lifetimes together, is a 
prime example of such nostalgia. For Traditionalists, they have fond memories 
of the media and technology of their youth, and (in part) because of this fond- 
ness, they continue to predominately use these technologies throughout the rest 
of their lives. 

Enthusiasts also tend to have fond memories of the technologies of their 
youth, but these experiences are qualitatively different: Enthusiasts remember 
playing with the technology, often tearing technologies apart and putting them 
back together. Most importantly, Enthusiasts remember having a mentor, an 
important person in their lives who shared their own love of technology. This 
mentor encouraged them to tinker and play with the technologies they encoun- 
tered, as Fred’s father brought home radios for him to tear apart. This love of 
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Figure 15. Tendency Toward Technological Nostalgia. 
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technology and this view of ICTs as playthings and toys continue to be 
Enthusiasts’ predominant view into adulthood. 

Guardians tend to have a moderate amount of nostalgia toward the ICTs of 
their youth. Often, they remember technology use in their childhood as being 
more moderated and controlled by individuals than in current times, and there- 
fore, more ideal. Margaret shared that as a child she enjoyed watching movies 
and television as both (at the time) were social activities that nurtured family 
relationships. Currently, Margaret felt television was used as an isolating activity 
that degraded relationships. Moderately nostalgic Guardians contrast with 
Practicalists and Socializers, who are relatively un-nostalgic. 

Practicalists, who are focused on the function of ICTs, and Socializers, who 
are focused on the potential for ICTs to connect them to others, tend to not be 
overly nostalgic about the ICTs of their youth. In their opinions, modern ICTs 
provide greater levels of functionality and connectedness (respectively). Such 
advantages clearly outpace any fond memories they may have. 


Overall, the five user types in the ICT User Typology allow us to better under- 
stand how older adults approach technology, how they use it, and the meaning 
technology has in their everyday lives. But how and when do these user types 
develop? Is there applicability of these user types to younger generations? 
Chapter 8 addresses these issues, examining these five types in the data collected 
from the age and generational diverse family members, friends, and coworkers 
of the Lucky Few participants presented in Chapters 2 through 6. 


Chapter 8 


User Types and the Life Course: 
Toward Understanding the 
Universality of User Types 


The ICT User Typology not only predicts ICT use among older adults, but also 
suggests that these five user types are universal and not generationally bound. 
While the typology was discovered using a generational (or birth cohort)-specific 
study of ICT domestication, evidence suggests that these types develop over 
time as every generation ages. This is illustrated in the secondary data — data 
from the friends, family, and coworkers collected as part of the investigation of 
the older adult’s ICT use in their relationships. 

Data we have already explored from our Lucky Few participants provide 
substantial clues as to user type development. A review of the retrospective stor- 
ies told by older adults suggest that a person’s ICT user type begins developing 
in early childhood and is influenced by events through middle age. By the time, 
an individual reaches elderhood, their user type is set, and is unlikely to be 
influenced. 

But what about technology? Can the introduction of a fantastic new technol- 
ogy change someone’s type? The ICT User Typology suggests that the historical 
introduction of ICT innovations makes little difference. Enthusiasts, who were 
encouraged to use the ICTs of their youth (which are often quite different from 
those of their elderhood), remain enthusiastic about technologies through old 
age. Guardians, once they have experienced a life-changing traumatic event 
involving ICTs, remain suspicious of all technologies and their ability to cause 
harm. No matter the next latest and greatest innovation, Enthusiasts will be 
interested in trying it and Guardians will be cautious and limited in their use. 
Technologies, no matter how innovative, cannot change a person’s user type 
once it has been established. All further technological experiences are filtered 
through the perspective of their type. There is no technological innovation that 
will change a Guardian into an Enthusiast. 

A person’s ICT user type can be viewed as a life trajectory. Life trajectories 
represent a series of events that a person experiences in their lives which, taken 
together, represent a pathway through that person’s life (Elder & Giele, 2009; 
Fry, 2003; Giele & Elder, 1998). A person’s individual path, or trajectory, is 
influenced by the life events they experience and their interpretation of these life 
events. These occurrences, and the meanings they develop for a person, can dra- 
matically alter a trajectory (Giele & Elder, 1998). If we view a person’s user type 
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as such a trajectory, the events in childhood (such as exposure to ICTs, positive 
or negative experiences, and encouragement to tinker) are the starting point of 
that trajectory. For Enthusiasts, this starting point represents a positive, tinker- 
ing, mentored relationship with technology, setting them on a lifelong trajectory 
of loving ICTs. This love often leads them into technologically focused careers. 

Guardians, however, somewhere along their user type trajectory, experience a 
technological life event that is extremely disruptive and involves significant loss. 
For Guardians, a traumatic event involving technologies becomes the impetus 
for creating their sensitivity to the negative consequences of technology. Be 
that loss of a family (Natalie) or a job (Margaret), this traumatic event leads 
Guardians to have a much different trajectory compared to Enthusiasts: 
Guardians come to distrust and have a lifelong suspicion of technology. Their 
development into Guardians influences their life choices as well: they choose to 
limit their technology use and are cautious about allowing too many ICTs into 
their daily lives. 

Traditionalists within any generation can only be observed as that generation 
ages. As young people, they are involved in many of the technologies readily 
available. They love technologies when they are young — much like Enthusiasts. 
However, over time, Traditionalists’ love of technology does not move onto the 
latest innovation, as Enthusiasts’ does. Instead, Traditionalists continue to 
heavily use the ICTs of their youth, rejecting newer ICTs.! Therefore, a given 
generation’s Traditionalist becomes apparent as the generation members age 
and technology advances. 

Other types are reinforced by their environmental surroundings over time. 
Socializers tend to have large families (with many children) and build large inter- 
generational social networks. They prioritize maintaining contact with these 
large networks, for which ICT use is incredibly important. As they age, they 
begin to mimic the communication patterns and devices used by their youngest 
contacts. While they are excited by technology and consistently find social ICTs 
fun, what really matters is how they can use a technology to maintain connec- 
tions with others. An important part of their identity as Socializers develops 
throughout their lifetimes, particularly when they, as older adults, engage youn- 
ger individuals, mimicking the young’s communication patterns. 

But what about younger generations? The ICT User Typology predicts that 
those who are young now — Millennials and Generation Z — will eventually 
develop the five user types. The common thought in popular literature on youn- 
ger individuals (particularly Millennials) is that they are digital natives — they 
grew up using and surrounded by technology and, therefore, are innately able to 
use software, applications, and new devices. However, research has shown that 
younger individuals are not necessarily digital wizards: there is great diversity in 


‘Future research will need to determine how these differences between the 
Traditionalist and Enthusiast types develop. One important difference between these 
types is that Enthusiasts report having had technological mentors and being encour- 
aged to tinker in childhood; Traditionalists report neither. 
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the ICT use and skills among Millennials (Helsper & Enyon, 2010; Weiler, 
2005). Rather, like all generations before them, Millennials simply have the 
advantage of society considering them the legitimate users of recent technology 
because they are young (Larsen, 1993). When Millennials have been replaced by 
newer and younger generations and technology has advanced, they will no lon- 
ger benefit from these stereotypes. 

But why do we not see Traditionalists or Guardians among Millennials? 
Currently, it would be difficult to spot Traditionalists and Guardians among 
Millennials because the Traditionalist and Guardian types develop over the life 
course. Millennial Traditionalists blend in with Enthusiasts because both types 
love the technologies of their youth and early adulthood — and Millennials are 
young! After all, Traditionalists do not reject all technology, they just reject 
technologies that are introduced after they reach mid-adulthood.” Until a gener- 
ation reaches mid-adulthood, Traditionalists blend in with Enthusiasts, both 
sharing their love of the present technology. Guardians have had a traumatic 
event by mid-adulthood that they credit with changing their technological per- 
ceptions. Millennials, as a generation, have not yet reached mid-adulthood. 
Many who will eventually become Guardians have not yet accumulated such a 
traumatic life event. 

Socializers, Enthusiasts, and Practicalists may be more easily spotted in the 
earlier adult years of a generation. Practicalists express that they have a lifelong 
appreciation for ICTs as tools, and in younger generations they express that 
they see ICTs as being important for specific tasks, or that they use them in 
specific areas of their lives. Enthusiasts will express a love for all ICTs and dem- 
onstrate heavy use across many areas of their lives. However, because it will be 
difficult to separate Enthusiasts from Traditionalists in a younger generation 
due to their shared love of technology, it is important to examine other hall- 
marks of the Enthusiast type such as technological mentorship and tinkering 
experience. Socializers may be spotted because of their focus on maintaining 
connection — but it will be important to remember that they will not be speaking 
about how they need to communicate with younger individuals and mimic their 
communication patterns — because they are the younger generation! 

Despite these user types developing over time, it is important to note that 
these types are not just specific to older adulthood or a single generation. The 
next sections focus on exploring each user type through the secondary data 
available from generations other than the Lucky Few. These data come from 
the other four generations that are present as adults in the United States Society: 
the Good Warriors/WWII Generation (born in 1909—1928), the Baby Boomers/ 
Boomers (born in mid-1946—1964, one of the largest generations ever born in 


*Much of the discussion about digital natives assumes that technology will not prog- 
ress or develop beyond our current abilities. Technology 50 years from now is likely 
to have as drastically changed as it has over the past 50 years. 
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the US), Generation X/ Gen Xers (born in 1965—1982, a small generation), and 
Millennials (born in 1983—2001) (Carlson, 2009).? The secondary data presented 
in this chapter suggest the universality of these types among several generations, 
countering the idea that all younger people are Enthusiasts. 

The secondary participant data represent the analysis of 22 individuals who 
were friends, family members, and coworkers of the older adult members of the 
Lucky Few generation, the focus of this book. These individuals underwent a 
single interview with the researcher, either in-person or over the telephone. The 
secondary participant data are weighted more heavily toward Boomers (as the 
vast majority of the friends, cousins, siblings, and children of the Lucky Few 
generation were Boomers), a few Gen Xers, and a Millennial (all of whom were 
children of the Lucky Few participants). Since this chapter is specifically focus- 
ing on user types in generations other than the Lucky Few, data from the 
friends, family members, and coworkers of the primary participants also from 
the Lucky Few generation are not presented. 

The 22 individuals analyzed in this chapter, their generation and their user 
type are illustrated in Table 2. 

The Boomer generation is so large that scholars have suggested splitting it 
into two halves for analysis. While the late and early Boomers have more in 
common with each other than other generations before (WWII Generation) and 
after (Gen Xers), such a split can make the data easier to conceptualize 
(Reisenwitz & Iyer, 2007), so the data in this chapter separate Boomers into two 
such groups: early Boomers (born in mid-1946—1954) and late Boomers (born 
in 1955—1964). 


Enthusiasts 


Enthusiasts see technology as a fun toy to be played with and are excited to 
incorporate technology into every aspect of their lives. Enthusiasts were 
observed in the WWII Generation, Early Boomers, Late Boomers, and 
Generation Xers. 

Bob, a WWII Generation member, was an Enthusiast who spoke at length 
for his love of technology, as Enthusiasts tend to do. When asked to define tech- 
nology, he spoke about its long history, then turned toward how he used the 
computer: 


Well, [ICT] could be anything from the radio in the past or you 
could go back to dot dot dot (Telegraph) and all the way up to 
the Internet. It’s the Internet today. And everything in between 
[...] I use it for a lot of different things. We have a mail-order 


Generation Z individuals are just starting to enter adulthood, with the eldest mem- 
bers born in 2002. Since generations are typically approximately 20 years in length, 
and often are bookended by major historical events, it is unclear if Generation Z has 
ended or will continue for several more years. 


Table 2. Secondary Participants by Generation and ICT User Type. 


Generation/Birth Cohort 


Good Warriors, WWII 


Boomers 


Gen X 


Millennials 


Enthusiasts 


Bob 


Lauren 


Peggy 


Adriane 
Chloe 


Practicalists 


Bobbie 
Charles 
Dilly 
Donna 
Erica 
Tom 
Allison 


Katrina 


ICT User Type 


Socializers 


Kate 
Julie 


Lynn 


Traditionalists 


Bette 
Marge 


Veronica 


Guardians 


Amanda 
Marcy 
Mya 
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business and we have a website, and a catalog and I always put 
together the stuff for both of them. And I do a lot of creative 
things too. I check my email. I’ve gotten so I look at things like 
Al Jazeera, foreign news places, and that’s essentially it I guess. 
Tll look at what different people are saying about different 
things. (Bob, 1928, WWII Generation) 


Bob is enthusiastic about technology and speaks about all the different ways 
he uses the internet: to run his business, to communicate, to read the news, 
to read comment forums. As an Enthusiast, Bob also speaks about how he 
stretches his use of the computer and internet across all domains of his life: he 
uses them in his work, leisure, and family. (This is an excerpt of a much longer 
quote in which he speaks about all the ways he uses his computer and cell 
phone.) 

Many Boomers were also Enthusiasts. Peggy, a friend and former coworker 
of Belinda (herself a Practicalist), discussed her love of technology: 


I just like technology. I like gadgets, I’m a gadget person. I have 
a desktop computer in my home. I have a laptop that I use at 
work with a docking station with a larger monitor and a key- 
board and a mouse, but I can take the laptop with me if I need to 
do presentations and stuff. I just received a new iPad, third gener- 
ation. I have an iPhone and I have a Blackberry, I have a digital 
camera, trying to think of what else I have, and I tend to use all 
of them. Oh, I have a flip camera too, I use them all. I mean 
I have two phones because the iPhone is my personal and the 
Blackberry is my work. So that’s the only thing that I actually 
have redundancy, but I need to use both for different reasons. 
I also have the netbook, I’m not using the netbook as much 
because the iPad is replacing the netbook. (Peggy, 1947, early 
Boomer) 


Peggy, like all Enthusiasts, describes her use of ICTs with passion. She 
describes her many “gadgets” and the way that she uses them in an almost breath- 
less fashion, reminiscent of Fred (Chapter 2). It is not uncommon for Enthusiasts 
to describe their technologies as ‘gadgets’ in a loving way. Such phrasing brings 
out the play and fun aspects that Enthusiasts experience when experimenting with 
technology. Enthusiasts, be they WII Generation, Lucky Few, Boomers, or Gen 
Xers, all speak about technology in such excited ways. Lauren (a late Boomer), 
shares: 


These children are spoiled; they have no idea how simple they 
have it. Technology makes life so simple whereas we didn’t come 
up like that. We didn’t have that. These children don’t know how 
simple this life is as far as this technology. It makes life simple, so 
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simple. You can pick up your cell phone or you can email any 
person you need to. Email is like super quick especially if a per- 
son is always on their computer checking their email. If they have 
access to a computer. The phone, super quick, you can have 
them pick up or you can leave a message. It’s simplified, it’s super 
convenient, I would put super in front of convenient and so sim- 
ple. All the technology makes life so simple [...] You can now 
alleviate paper with portable scanner that you can have in your 
own home. You can have a fax. It’s really awesome. I love all 
this. This technology makes life so simple. We thought it was a 
big thing when we got a remote for the television as kids, that 
was totally awesome. I’m telling you when the electric typewriter 
came around I was in awe with that and the remote control. 
[When I first] saw the cell phone and I thought ‘I don’t believe 
this can work’ and it did. It was big and blocky, not small and 
fancy like now. With technology you can communicate anything 
anywhere via Skype, that’s awesome. I have friends in China we 
spoke every Sunday morning with my son before he went away 
to school. Anything you need to do. Gwen and I should get more 
into Facebook. I think we should get more into the email thing. 
What else is there? Oh, Skype. We should do Skype. In the future 
one of us may move away, or if we go on vacation I might Skype 
with her. (Lauren, 1960, late Boomer) 


Like Fred, Lauren states that she loves technology. It is “awesome,” she 
“loves it,” it makes life “simple.” Most importantly, with Lauren’s quote one 
can see that she has a typical Enthusiast’s lifelong technological love affair. She 
reminisces about how she has been impressed with technology since a child, 
speaks about all the different uses for ICTs in her life, and how she uses them 
across her family, work, leisure, and community contexts. Not only does she use 
many ICTs, there is even more she wants to try. Her excitement about technol- 
ogy jumps off the page. Importantly, technology is a toy, something to be 
experimented and played with, as Peggy shares: 


So, I tend to use a lot of newer stuff, like right now I’m playing 
with SpringNote and Via Lock and EverNote [...] So, Pm always 
kind of picking and choosing ones that will end up being some of 
my favorites that I'll continue and integrate into my ICT world. 
Tm always looking for new stuff, new innovative Web 2.0 tools 
to support teaching and learning. So, I think of all that kind of 
all blended together. (Peggy, 1947, early Boomer) 


Peggy shares how she “plays” with technology, much like Fred, Alice, and 
Harry (the Lucky Few Enthusiasts) do. Play is an essential view that Enthusiasts 
incorporate into their experiences with ICTs; they feel that technology is a toy, a 
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fun experience. Adriane shared her motivations in acquiring what she considered 
her new toy, at the time, a cell phone: 


When I got my cell phone, I remember it was one of those giant 
silver things that looked like a mini suitcase, I think I was in col- 
lege, probably 1993 [...] It was just a new toy. I was 18 and 
wanted to be up in the latest technology, the latest trend. It 
wasn’t so much that I needed to communicate with anybody, just 
something I had to have. (Adriane, 1974, Gen X) 


Like all Enthusiasts, Adriane, a Gen Xer, shared her motivation in acquiring 
her cell phone was to have the latest “thing.” Adriane had no specific use for her 
cell phone — she did not need it for a task or to connect to someone — she 
wanted the latest toy to play with. Love and toys were common language seen 
throughout the Enthusiasts of all ages. 

Enthusiasts, like Chloe, are always looking for the latest “gadgets” to experi- 
ment with: 


I think it’s more about looking for a new gadget, looking for the 
latest thing to use. I’m looking at what’s out there on the market. 
(Chloe, 1969, Gen X) 


Enthusiasts spanned many of the generations of secondary participants, 
including the WWII Generation, Boomers, and Gen Xers. Their love of technol- 
ogy and their view of ICTs as toys and play echoed their fellow Enthusiasts in 
the Lucky Few Generation. In addition to the generational diversity observed in 
Enthusiasts, there was also large a number of Practicalists among the secondary 
participants. 


Practicalists 


Unlike Enthusiasts, Practicalists do not view ICTs as fun toys to experiment 
with, but instead as tools that allow them to accomplish a specific task or pur- 
pose. Practicalists were observed among Boomers (both early and late), Gen 
Xers, and Millennials. 

Bobbie, a friend of Nancy’s and a fellow assisted living resident at the same 
facility, shared that she used the computer most notably to find information. To 
Bobbie, an early Boomer, the computer was one piece of her life, not the most 
important part of her life: 


I am computer literate. We have a computer available to us here 
that I use frequently for almost anything. It’s amazing the tech- 
nology, well we’re talking about technology of the computer, 
I mean you can logon to just about anything and find it and if 
you can’t there’s something very wrong. I also like to read, do 
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crossword puzzles, and just basically spend time with my family 
of course. I don’t do any of the email, Facebook or all that. [I'd 
like to use] email. (Bobbie, 1951, early Boomer) 


While Bobbie enjoys using the computer and would like to learn to use more 
functionalities (she also uses a cell phone), she views its use as only one among 
her list of activities, which include non-digital tasks such as reading, spending 
time with her family, and doing crossword puzzles. For Bobbie, the computer is 
primarily a leisure device. Similarly, Donna, another early Boomer, shared that 
she also used the computer for several activities: 


As a matter of fact, I got it on [the computer] right now. I play 
games a lot on it, but I do get on the internet to look up informa- 
tion and stuff. I just sent an email a couple days ago. (Donna, 
1949, early Boomer) 


Both Donna and Bobbie are Boomer Practicalists due to their views that the 
computer is one part of their life, a tool that allows them to accomplish some 
important tasks in their lives, but not a toy that’s use they constantly seek to 
expand. Other early Boomers commented on how their use of ICTs was limited 
to certain functions and purposes. ICT use was just a piece of their lives, not a 
subsuming activity like it is for Enthusiasts: 


I don’t use Twitter, I don’t use Facebook. I don’t have a need. If 
I was in the government setting that I needed to have a Facebook 
or Twitter account then I would certainly explore that as a need. 
Just because a technology is out there doesn’t mean that’s appro- 
priate for use [...] As a guy who was [once] a computer weenie 
[geek] I have basically cast aside some of these new technologies 
because they just don’t fit my need. It’s not like there’s not valid- 
ity there [for people to use them]. (Tom, 1954, early Boomer) 


Tom’s use of the computer is extremely focused. He does not reject Facebook 
or Twitter because he dislikes them, but because he does not have a practical 
need for using them. He can easily think of applications where he would want to 
have such accounts (such as if he was involved in government), but currently 
does not need such ICTs. Such a practical, function-focused analysis of technol- 
ogy is a hallmark of Practicalists. Many Practicalists echoed these sentiments, 
discussing how the ICTs they chose to use matched their needs and purposes: 


[This nutrition site is] a website where you can track your nutri- 
tion, your calories, your vitamins [...] It’s wonderful to see how 
many glasses of water you drank and if you’re keeping up, but 
I don’t think I want to sit and stare at the screen. I have a nice 
screen it’s one of those wide ones. Even that I don’t want to sit 
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here in this uncomfortable chair and be there any much longer. 
I want to be out and be involved with life, I have a life outside of 
the computer. (Dilly, 1953, Boomer) 


Dilly, in her discussion of her computer use, describes how she finds a nutri- 
tion website helpful in tracking calories and nutrition. While this website is a 
great tool for Dilly — it is only a tool. Like any tool, it has a purpose and also 
times when it is not useful. Hence she finds times to log off and leave her tech- 
nology to do other tasks. 

Late Boomers also shared their views on ICTs as tools. For instance, Erica 
(Boris’ daughter) shared that she used her computer mostly for playing games 
(and used her work computer for work tasks). She had social media, but used it 
in a limited way to observe what her friends were doing and to participate in 
reunion activities: 


Pm on the computer quite a bit playing games. I play World of 
Warcraft, it’s a multiplayer game where you have your own char- 
acter that you build. I don’t know if you’re familiar with the 
game at all [...] I do everything on my cell phone. As far as my 
father, Boris, is concerned I really only call him on his home 
phone because even though he has his cell phone he never takes it 
with him anywhere. My father and I are both on Facebook, but 
we don’t talk on Facebook at all. I very rarely post on Facebook. 
I use it just to kind of find out what’s going on with everybody 
else and for class reunions and stuff like that. I don’t do a lot of 
posting on it. (Erica, 1964, late boomer) 


For Erica, her personal computer is predominately a leisure device. She has 
no intention or desire to spread its use to other areas of her life, nor is she eager 
to play with it to find new functions or applications. While some late Boomers 
spoke about ICTs in terms of the functions they used them for, some were very 
explicit about their views of technology as a tool. Charles, a late Boomer, shared 
his view on technology: 


Well, ICTs are tools. Tools to achieve a purpose. I don’t look at 
anything else from a technology perspective other than that. 
I don’t play video games. I’m as jaded as hell when it comes to 
technology. I see, I immediately begin to look for a purpose for 
those tools to be used because that’s what they are. They’re tools 
to achieve an endpoint, or a goal, or a project goal, or a purpose, 
or some kind of project development. I am still in that mode 
where I didn’t grow up with a cell phone and I certainly don’t 
need one. I work with a laptop, I love having one, it has been 
very good but I don’t necessarily need one. I mean I’ve seen it all 
develop and it’s just, to me they’re just tools. That’s the first thing 
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that comes to mind. Technology comes to mind as a tool. 
(Charles, 1964, late Boomer) 


In Charles’ mind, ICTs are tools that serve a specific purpose: to reach goals, 
develop projects, or make something. Unlike an Enthusiast, he does not want 
every ICT he could possibly use, but rather is specific in what technologies he 
uses, what purposes he uses them for, and why. He prefers a laptop to a cell 
phone, as he has use for a laptop. The focus in Charles’ statement is on how 
ICTs are task-specific tools that allow people to accomplish activities. 

Younger secondary participants were also observed to be Practicalists. 
Allison, a Gen Xer, spoke about how she carefully delineated work ICTs (such 
as her work computer) from more personal uses of technology (such as 
Facebook and Twitter). In her work, as an administrative assistant in a front- 
facing office, she was careful to not use what she considered leisure ICTs (be 
they devices or software) that would make her appear unprofessional. While she 
would occasionally read and quickly reply to personal emails that were sent to 
her work email address, she did not look at social media or use her cell phone 
while at her desk. She elaborated further on how she felt that all ICTs were 
tools, and as tools different ICTs would appeal to different individuals: 


[When one speaks about ICTs], you have different populations that 
are using different things, some that only use Twitter, that only use 
Facebook, that only use their email accounts, and some that don’t 
want to receive those things. Those people get information from 
watching the morning news or they listen to their radio as they’re 
driving to work because they don’t want to go on the computer, or 
they don’t want to deal with the tweets. So, you have all of these 
different places trying to get their message across in order to make 
sure that their messages are received. (Allison, 1977, Gen X) 


When reflecting on the uses of technology, Allison considered how institu- 
tions, companies, and other organizations use them as communication tools to 
reach the general population. In order to reach everyone, an organization would 
have to use different types of media as different individuals are using different 
media forms. Her view reflects that individuals use ICTs for specific purposes, 
just as her own use was targeted. 

Katrina, a Millennial, also shared her Practicalist views. She compared her 
own ICT use to that of her father, Harry, an Enthusiast. She described her use 
as more limited than her father, stating that she mostly used her cell phone and 
computer to communicate, while she also used her radio to listen to music: 


The things that I use right now are my cell phone and my com- 
puter to communicate. That’s primarily what I use. I listen to the 
radio [...] (Katrina, 1984, Millennial) 
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Later in our conversation, Katrina would speak about how Harry had influ- 
enced her ICT use, particularly when it came to using the digital editing software 
she used in her work. It is important to note that Katrina emphasized how 
much more technological skill her father had, despite being several generations 
older: 


Information technology gives us (my father Harry and I) some- 
thing else to talk about and some common ground, so he talks 
about what’s new, like the newest cell phone. ’'ve shown him my 
computer, or my work, and we'll talk about it. Whereas my mom 
might not know what I’m talking about or might not care just 
because she doesn’t know about it. For my job I edit video on a 
computer a lot. Harry has started to do that, and he’ll have sug- 
gestions for me and so we talk about that a lot. I call him for 
questions more than not. He’s sort of known as the computer guy 
for the family. My brother, my sisters, my aunts and uncles, they 
all call my dad for computer problems or computer suggestions. 
He is the technical support guy [for our family]. [But] they’re not 
usually the oldest. (Katrina, 1984, Millennial) 


There is much to unpack in this statement. First, Katrina stands in contrast 
to the stereotype of the young Millennial who is a digital native. Her daily work 
involves video editing and heavy computer use; however, she often approaches 
her father Harry, an older adult, with questions not only generally on compu- 
ters, but also specifically on video editing. Second, we can see that not all young 
people are Enthusiasts but can vary in their approach to technology. Katrina 
approaches her ICT use as a Practicalist: she seeks to better understand the tech- 
nology she finds a use for in her everyday life, such as video editing. Her father, 
an Enthusiast, picked up video editing as a side interest when his daughter men- 
tioned it to him. He, as an amateur video editor (due to his Enthusiast perspec- 
tive and interest in playing with new technologies), is often able to give his 
professional video editing daughter tips and advice. The contrast in these two 
approaches illustrates how Katrina is a task-driven Practicalist, but Harry a fun- 
seeking Enthusiast. 

While Practicalists are function-focused ICT users, Socializers focus on the 
ability of technology to build, maintain, and grow relationships, as can be seen 
from several secondary participants. 


Socializers 


Socializers emphasize the social and relationship connections of ICTs. They see 
technology as a vital way of continuing relationships with others, as another 
way of connecting to their important family, friends, and community members. 
Socializers were observed among Boomers and Gen Xers. 
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Julie, a close friend of Alice (an Enthusiast), spoke about the power of ICTs 
to enable connection: 


There’s so many ways to communicate now you know, it’s like 
you can phone, you can text, you can write, you can email, and 
you still have the old-fashioned way—you can go down the street 
and knock on their door [...] The lifestyle of modern day people 
of being miles away from each other is when the technology has 
really been helpful. It’s like less distance between us because we 
can communicate. When I do get come to visit [from across the 
country] I sometimes feel like there’s less of a gap between us [...] 
Things feel more immediate, they don’t feel as distant. I think 
technology has really shortened the concept consciously of having 
distance between people. I feel like being close to someone is 
enhanced by being able to text and email. If not for texting and 
email, I would only see Alice one month and Pd be back the next 
month. Instead we feel like there is a continuum between us 
because we text. It’s like you didn’t lose a step or continuity in 
the information and relationship. (Julie, 1953, early boomer) 


Julie, an early Boomer, begins her discussion of ICTs by speaking about com- 
munication. ICTs can lessen “the distance” between people, thereby strengthen- 
ing the connection and relationship between people who might not be located in 
the same area. The issues that Julie concerns herself with are mostly in maintain- 
ing and nurturing her relationships. Technology is not a tool, or a fun toy, but a 
way that Julie draws herself closer to her friends and family members. 

Socializers, when asked to define ICTs, emphasize the communicative aspect 
of technologies. When Kate, also an early Boomer, speaks about how she used 
work-based ICTs prior to her retirement, she focuses on communication technol- 
ogies such as video conferencing, rather than the use of software such as word 
processing: 


I have a cousin in Milan and every day she writes what’s going 
on in her studies and I read her blog every day. Blogs and 
Facebook I read once a day, I text, I’m not big on Skyping but 
have Skyped. While I was working did many technology-driven 
meetings with video cameras and with the screen on the other 
side [...] Video conferencing that’s the word. What’s my defini- 
tion of information and communication technology? The ability 
to communicate, the ability to transfer ideas from one person to 
another using a different media than face-to-face. (Kate, 1954, 
early Boomer) 


For Socializers, like Kate, the focus of ICT use is on communicating with 
others. All the ICTs she mentions: blogs, Facebook, texting, Skype, and video 
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conferencing all have communication embedded at their heart. Kate went on to 
share how she specifically uses technologies in her relationships with older indivi- 
duals, such as her cousin, Mary: 


The speed at which I have technology between myself and older 
people is not necessarily based on the information as much as it 
is the mentoring and the conversation and the learning. (Kate, 
1954, early Boomer) 


The use of technology between Kate and those older than her is for “conver- 
sation,” “learning,” and “mentoring.” These words suggest the importance of 
the relationship and the role of communication in strengthening the relationship 
from one of just familial or friendship bonds, to one of mentorship. Technology 
is not an information source; it is a way of enriching social bonds. It is a way 
she can connect to the older generation — a way she can learn from them — not 
just through information, but through conversation and enrichment. 

Lynn, a Gen Xer, also spoke about ICTs from a communicative perspective. 
While her background in education influences her, she focuses overwhelmingly 
on the connectivity of such technologies: 


When I think about technology, I think about social media, 
I think about information literacy skills. I guess my viewpoint is 
from an educational perspective. I definitely think that’s the lens 
I look through. I view information and communication technolo- 
gies as connection through technologies that provides channels of 
access and information. (Lynn, 1972, Gen X) 


For Lynn, information technology is a way that people connect to one 
another. This focus on connection and socialization is a hallmark of Socializers. 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, Socializers, Practicalists, and Enthusiasts 
are easier to spot before mid-adulthood than Traditionalists and Guardians, 
who are more easily identified later in the life course. Several Boomer 
Traditionalists, who love the ICTs of their youth, were spotted among secondary 
participants. 


Traditionalists 


Traditionalists love the technologies of their youth. As they grow older, how- 
ever, they come to reject newer innovations. Traditionalists’ lives are so full of 
the technologies they love; there is no room for modern innovations. 

It is important to note that Traditionalists only become apparent in a 
given generation as that generation ages into middle to late adulthood. Since 
Traditionalists love the technology of their youth into middle age; a Traditionalist 
in a generation that has not yet passed beyond midlife is not easily recognized — 
as the technology they would reject has not yet been introduced. 
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Traditionalists were observed in both early and late Boomers. Marge, an 
early Boomer, made a specific distinction between early technologies that she 
used (such as the telephone, television, books, and magazines) and those that 
she did not (such as the cell phone and the computer): 


Ham radio operators always fascinated me. Back when I was 
young they could talk to someone on the other side of the world, 
where the average person couldn’t do that. Not back then. Now 
you can because of cell phones. That’s been a change in my life- 
time. I would say that an information or communication technol- 
ogy is something that makes noise. Something that doesn’t make 
noise isn’t an information or communication technology. But a 
book is information. And it is passed. So not a book [...] No not 
a book I wouldn’t say. Because a book can be passed and is 
information just like the magazines I read. It’s information I’m 
getting from somewhere else, from someone else. I would say it’s 
a technology. In an old-fashioned way—an older form. Before 
gadgetry. I don’t know what else to call it except for before gad- 
getry. (Marge, 1947, early Boomer) 


Like a Traditionalist, Marge speaks about being fascinated with the technol- 
ogy of her youth, in her case, HAM Radio operators. As all Traditionalists do, 
she has rejected newer ICT forms such as the cell phone (she uses hers only for 
emergencies), the computer, and the internet. Traditionalists were also found 
among late Boomers, including Veronica. 

Veronica rejected most newer ICT forms. She could, with some help (typically 
from her son), use the computer to send and receive email. But, in her own 
words, she was not “very good” at it. She often had her son use email and 
Facebook for her, as is typical among Traditionalists. In speaking about her 
friendship with Gwen (a Lucky Few Socializer, featured in Chapter 4), she stated: 


Gwen hasn’t sent me much on email. She’d say like hi or some- 
thing like that. She had me try and send her something one time 
and I can’t remember what it was but, [it didn’t send]. Because 
Pm not very good with the computer myself so [...] like even on 
the internet, I don’t like sending things like messages to my aunt 
in Texas on the internet with Facebook because I don’t know 
how to do that stuff. I have to have my son do it for me. 
(Veronica, 1962, late Boomer) 


Veronica serves as another example of why age is not the sole determination 
of skills or motivation to use advanced ICTs. Her friend Gwen, as a Socializer, 
was much more motivated and used many more ICT forms than Veronica, 
despite an almost two-decade age difference (Gwen being older). Veronica, as a 
Traditionalist, has rejected many of the more advanced ICT forms (computers 
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and social media, and to a certain extent, her cell phone) and is instead an indi- 
rect ICT user (as many Traditionalists are) through her son. I asked Veronica if 
she would like to learn how to better use her computer or social media. She 
responded that she was not really interested in it. Like most Traditionalists, it is 
a lack of interest that leads to less developed technical skills; as opposed to a 
lack of technical skills leading to disinterest. Gwen indicated that she had often 
offered to help Veronica learn to use more technologies, but Veronica declined, 
always stating that she was not interested. 

Bette also is an example of a late Boomer who is a Traditionalist. She is a 
heavy user of television, uses radio in the car, a stereo when with her boyfriend, 
and a cell phone. While she can text and uses a computer heavily for her work 
as an administrative assistant, she prefers to use older forms of ICTs from her 
youth in her free time: 


On television I watch all sorts of shows. I watch the news. Unless 
Pm in the car I don’t really listen to the radio. My boyfriend has 
a great stereo, so I mean we'll listen to his tunes or tunes that 
I like. That’s pretty much it for the radio. We’ll listen to a basket- 
ball game; we just did that recently. I have a cell phone, and 
that’s how I keep in touch with my mom [...] sometimes Pll 
search on the internet with it and get text messages. I still would 
rather call than text. (Bette, 1964, late Boomer) 


Bette establishes that while she can text and can use a computer, she often 
chooses not to in her personal life. While she is required to have a smartphone 
for her work, and occasionally uses it to answer a work email or search the inter- 
net, she does not use it for personal use, besides the occasional phone call or 
text. Bette, however, loves television and uses it frequently. Like June, a Lucky 
Few Traditionalist (Chapter 5), Bette has a high level of exposure to computers 
in her work life. Outside of work, however, she has little motivation to use a 
computer. Her life is already full of more traditional forms of media. 

While Traditionalists reject newer forms of ICTs in their lives, they love older 
forms. Guardians, however, restrict their use of all ICTs in their lives, regardless 
of their vintage. 


Guardians 


Guardians are suspicious and cautious around all ICTs. They have a general dis- 
trust of all technologies and heavily regulate their use. In particular, they believe 
that if ICTs are not used in a controlled fashion, they lead to the degradation 
of society. Several Boomer Guardians were identified among the secondary 
participants. 

Mya, an early Boomer, like many Guardians, is particularly concerned about 
the impact of ICTs on younger people. In comments reminiscent of Margaret 
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(Chapter 6), she speaks about ICT use isolating individuals, when they should 
be interacting with one another: 


The whole technology thing it annoys me because they assume 
everybody is into that and has the means to get the stuff and 
brainpower to learn it all. It’s annoying to me. I know younger 
children drive me crazy, including my family. We’ll get together 
and instead of playing board games they all sit with their little 
DS or iPod or smart whatever and they don’t play this game on 
their little thing together. Cell phones I believe have a very good 
purpose, I have one, but I get very annoyed. It promotes feelings 
of, ‘I need to know right now, quick, I want it now, I need it 
now’ instead of waiting for things. That’s how I feel we really are 
getting to be as a society. It trickles down to kids wanting some- 
thing right now, everybody is just in the moment. I think all this 
has a good purpose to a point, but I think it gets a little carried 
away. (Mya, 1948, early Boomer) 


Mya discusses how technology has a purpose. However, instead of being 
used correctly (in a restricted and controlled way), it is often used inappropri- 
ately. Not used in moderation, technology subsumes and addicts its users. It 
leads to immoral behavior: isolation, want, impatience, and excess; all negative 
connotations of ICT use. Such use also degrades relationships. Instead of young 
people communicating and building their relationships face-to-face, they are 
devaluing these relationships by using digital devices. 

In contrast to Socializers who view ICTs as connectors, Guardians view ICTs 
as separators. Marcy, an early Boomer, discussed how technology can cause 
people to withdraw, becoming reclusive: 


I know how wonderful computers and all this technology and 
information and everything can be, especially when you think of 
well medical breakthroughs and sharing information about peo- 
ple. But I do think that it’s starting to make people very [...] very 
secluded, not getting in touch with people as much and [...] 
I mean there’s a big difference between a text and actual being with 
a person and talking with them [...] I think [technology is] making 
a lot of people very reclusive. I think that technology makes people 
share too much about themselves sometimes. Then you hear of all 
the problems like identity theft. It seems like every night on the 
news [criminals are] coming up with new ways [to abuse] what 
people put on Facebook. (Marcy, 1950, early Boomer) 


For Marcy, as all Guardians (regardless of generation), technology is seen as 
unlocking negative traits we all have inside of us. She differentiates between 
“being with a person” versus using technology. Technology also leads us to 
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share too much information online, which opens people up to another threat of 
technology: identity theft. Like most Guardians, she is sensitive to the ways 
ICTs can be misused and impact our information security. 

Marcy can identify that ICTs bring positives to our lives, such as medical 
breakthroughs and being able to share information. However, when ICTs are 
being misused (as most Guardians believe that they are), they lead to us down a 
path of immoral behavior and put our safety at risk. 

Amanda, an early Boomer, used a cell phone and even had a Facebook 
account. In her view, like many Guardians, one had to use such technology: 


But for a lot of people [technology] just controls their life. I don’t 
want to be controlled that way. I don’t know if it’s an obsessive- 
compulsive thing or if it’s taken the place of alcohol. I don’t 
know what the psychological thing there is, but I think some peo- 
ple are more intent on making a connection with people directly. 
And some people aren’t. I go online and I’m on Facebook 
because of my grandkids so I can see that there’s benefits to that 
[...] You almost have to [use computers] now, because there’s so 
many people that are doing it, if you’re not you're kind of out of 
the loop. I want that kind of contact [...] unless I want to be a 
hermit and never leave the house. But I don’t. I want to stay con- 
nected with other individuals. (Amanda, 1947, early Boomer) 


Guardians of any generation are deeply suspicious of technology and how it 
can be used. They personally restrict and carefully self-monitor their own use to 
avoid the moral pitfalls of technology, while understanding that such use is often 
required to be a participant in modern society. Amanda, for instance, had 
chosen to not use a smartphone, as she has observed people being “controlled” 
and addicted by their smart devices. However, she has both a cell phone and 
keeps a Facebook account. She uses Facebook to connect to her children and 
grandchildren, feeling it is a necessity in the modern world. 

Following many Guardians, Amanda does not differentiate between “newer 
ICTs” and “older ones” in determining their value and their potential to cause 
harm. She shares that she has already unplugged and no longer watches her tele- 
vision, an older technology: 


I’ve already unplugged my television. There’s a few times there’s 
programs on there I want to see, but I forget when they are, and 
I forget to turn it back on. To plug it back in. For whatever it is. 
So, I just weaned myself off of it. (Amanda, 1947, early Boomer) 


In the case of some ICTs, they are seen as so morally corrupting that a 
Guardian will reject them outright. Unlike Traditionalists, who value older 
ICTs above newer ones, Guardians make no such chronological distinction. 
Amanda, as a Guardian, like her older counterpart Jackie, has unplugged her 
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television. The television, a device beloved by Traditionalists, is seen as contrib- 
uting too much to moral decay by Guardians. 

While no younger generations of Guardians were captured among the sec- 
ondary participants, this finding is not surprising. Most of the secondary partici- 
pants were either Lucky Fews or Boomers, leading to a higher representation of 
Boomers. (Lucky Few secondary participants were not featured in this chapter, 
given its exploration of user types in other generations.) The Guardian type 
likely develops over the life span and younger individuals are less likely to have 
had a traumatic life experience with a technology purely due to fewer years 
lived. 


Different Generations, The Same Types 


Overwhelmingly, the secondary participant data suggest that the ICT User 
Typology is not just a theory of older adult ICT use, but a theory that applies to 
ICT users in general. Enthusiasts, Practicalists, and Socializers are seen across 
the life span, while there is some evidence to suggest that Traditionalists and 
Guardians evolve over the life course. 

Enthusiasts, Practicalists, Socializers, Traditionalists, and Guardians have 
likely always existed. They are not products of the computer age, but rather 
echo society members’ approaches to technology throughout time. What 
changes with the march of ICTs and new innovations is the set of contemporary 
technologies in use at any given time. The development of a new technology, no 
matter how disruptive, will be embraced, rejected, or cautiously adopted depend- 
ing on a person’s user type. Technology does not change a person’s user type; a 
person’s user type changes how the person uses (and does not use) the technol- 
ogy. Exploring through empirical research how and when these user types 
develop (and if they can be influenced or changed during the life course) is the 
focus of Chapter 9. 
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Chapter 9 


The ICT User Typology in Context: 
A Theoretical Perspective 


The ICT User Typology is deeply embedded in several decades of gerontechno- 
logical research and a much larger field of technology use studies. This chapter 
focuses on exploring the relationships between the typology and existing geron- 
technological research and other theories of technology perspectives and adop- 
tion. It starts by examining the connections between existing gerontechnological 
work on the factors thought to influence ICT use by older adults: most impor- 
tantly demographics and gender. Next, it explores existing theories that are 
related to the typology, including the theory of IT Cultural Archetypes (Kaarst- 
Brown, 1995; Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 1999), the Diffusion of Innovations 
(E. M. Rogers, 1962, 2003; E. M. Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971), and the 
Taxonomy of Older Adult Digital Gamers (De Schutter & Malliet, 2014). 
Opportunities for further empirical investigation of the ICT User Typology are 
also highlighted. 


The Gerontechnological Research and User Types 


There has been an increasing focus in the gerontechnological literature on under- 
standing how demographics such as income, socio-economic class, and educa- 
tion level impact older adult ICT use. Much of this literature has suggested that 
those who are of lower socio-economic class, income, and education levels are 
less likely to use modern forms of ICTs (Czaja et al., 2006; Friemel, 2016; 
Gonzalez-Onate, Fanjul-Peyro, & Cabezuelo-Lorenzo, 2015; Ihm & Hsieh, 
2015; Peral-Peral et al., 2015; Van Volkom et al., 2014). 

The ICT User Typology cuts across these class, income, educational, and 
work boundaries to suggest that a person’s ICT user type is more predictive of 
their approach to technology than their demographics. Individuals in this study 
ranged from those in acute poverty (Gwen, Jackie, June, and Nancy) to the 
affluent (Charles, Mary, George, and Mindy Jean), with most of the participants 
in the middle class. Occupations ranged from blue collared positions to white 
collared, including electricians, IT workers, upper management, and the direc- 
tor/vice president level. Many of the women were in/had been in pink collared . 
professions, as was common for members of the Lucky Few Generation 
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(Carlson, 2008).' Participants ranged from those with General Equivalency 
Diplomas (or GEDs, an alternative to a traditional secondary school diploma) 
to two individuals with doctorates, with most participants holding a high school 
diploma, as was common for this generation (Carlson, 2008). 

Based on these various demographics, there was no difference in a person’s 
user type, with the exception of those who were Enthusiasts being more likely to 
choose IT careers. (It is likely that Enthusiasts’ love of ICTs from early in their 
life influenced their career choice versus their career choice leading to their love 
of ICTs.) 

Prior gerontechnological research has suggested a clustering of attitudes and 
uses of ICTs among older adults, providing hints at the user types. Studies have 
indicated that older adults have diverse motivations and reasonings for using ICTs 
including fun, usability, and usefulness (McMellon & Schiffman, 2002; Melenhorst, 
Rogers, & Bouwhuis, 2006). Such findings lend credence to the existence of the 
Enthusiast (fun) and Practicalist (function/usefulness) focused user types. 

Other gerontechnological findings have suggested that older adults with 
larger social networks are more likely to use their cell phones than those with 
smaller ones (Petrovčič, Vehovar, & Dolnicar, 2016), suggesting that those 
with large social networks (like Socializers) have distinct ways of using commu- 
nication technology to stay connected. Other studies have suggested that those 
older adults with higher levels of technophobia, or fears about technology, 
report more constrained, limited, and controlled levels of use (Nimrod, 2018). 
Evidence of such restricted use patterns lends support to the Guardian type’s 
existence, as Guardians have the highest levels of technophobia and they strictly 
control and limit their ICT use. 

While prior gerontechnological literature has hinted at the existence of the 
five user types there are other gerontechnological findings which contrast with 
the ICT User Typology. In particular, prior Gerontechnology work has sug- 
gested that gender is a driving factor in the adoption and use of ICTs. The ICT 
User Typology would suggest that it is not gender, but perspectives on ICT use 
that drive such behavior. 


User Types and Gender 


Much of the literature on older adults and ICT use has suggested that women 
are less likely than men to be using advanced ICTs (Kim, Lee, Christensen, & 
Merighi, 2017), experience greater ICT anxiety (Czaja et al., 2006), and report 
lower levels of self-knowledge (Helsper, 2010). Gender has also been shown to 
be important in many age-diverse domestication studies: women and men have 
different conceptualizations of ICTs (Ang, 1994; Cockburn, 1994; Habib & 
Cornford, 2002; Singh, 2001), both in terms of how they should be used 


'In the Lucky Few generation women made tremendous strides in terms of work- 
place participation, but mostly in pink collared positions, such as administrative 
assistants, nurses, and teachers (Carlson, 2008). 
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(Buse, 2009; Lie, 1996; Livingstone, 1994), but also in who is seen as legitimate 
technology users (Cockburn, 1994). 

Women were found across all five of the ICT user types discovered; however, 
men were only represented in the Enthusiast, Practicalist, and Guardian types. 
There is an open question if certain types are more gendered than others, partic- 
ularly Socializers and Traditionalists. 

All the Socializers were women. Such findings make sense: older adult women 
are much more likely to be involved in socialization activities and use ICTs to 
socialize and maintain bonds than men (Kim et al., 2017; Waldron, Gitelson, & 
Kelley, 2005). Certainly, age-diverse domestication research has suggested that 
men tend to view ICTs more as leisure devices for individual use and women 
view them more as devices of connection (Livingstone, 1994), suggesting a gen- 
der influence on the meanings that individuals give to technologies. While these 
prior findings support the Socializer type as being more feminine, other research 
suggests that there may be male Socializers as well. While not directly indicating 
the Socializer type, research has shown that older adults, regardless of gender, 
who have the largest social networks report highest use of their cell phones 
(Petrovčič et al., 2016). Given the influence that large intergenerational networks 
have on Socializers, such evidence suggests that it is possible male Socializers 
exist as well. After all, extroversion and joy in social activities are not a solely 
feminine trait. 

The researcher’s encounters with potential participants suggests that there are 
indeed male Traditionalists. Margaret’s live-in partner refused to be a part of 
the study, because he, according to Margaret “isn’t a computer user and isn’t 
interested in any [technology] but television.” Margaret reported that he loved 
watching television, listening to the radio, and using the telephone, but had no 
interest in learning how to use the computer, even though she often offered to 
teach him. (His love of the television often caused conflict in their relationship 
(Chapter 6), as Margaret, a Guardian, restricted her own television use.) 
Charles, a secondary participant and Margaret’s neighbor, shared “Margaret’s 
partner just said ‘No. I don’t want any part in that. Margaret can do it, but 
I won't.’ So Margaret and I let the subject of your study drop rather than push- 
ing him to participate.” Such use patterns suggest that Margaret’s partner was 
indeed a Traditionalist, who preferred the technology of his youth, but rejected 
later innovations. 

There may be a tendency for older generations (such as the Lucky Few) 
to have more female Socializers and more male Enthusiasts than younger gen- 
erations (such as Generation Z), as socialization has traditionally been seen 
as more “feminine” and technology as more “masculine.” Instead of gender 
directly causing these differential gerontechnological findings, it is possible that 
a person’s gender instead interacts with societal influences (such as societal 
expectations) to result in an individual’s user type. 

The ICT User Typology suggests that women do not have a single way of 
approaching or viewing technology, but five different approaches. While women 
may be more commonly found in one type or another, such as Socializers, this 
single user type or perspective on technology does not represent all women. This 
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leads to an important question as to why gendered impacts are often observed in 
previous older adult studies. While older studies have suggested women have 
higher computer anxiety than men (Czaja et al., 2006; Laguna & Babcock, 
1997), newer studies have demonstrated it is not gender, but attitudes toward 
ICTs that impact such feelings (Nimrod, 2018). These more recent findings lend 
credence to the fact that perspectives on ICT use have more influence on use 
than gender. 

Older studies, by their nature, are examining a “different” older adult popula- 
tion than newer studies. Those who are considered “older adults” by a strict age 
definition represent a population that changes from year to year as “new” indivi- 
duals, just turned age 65 (or the basic age set by the researcher), meet the 
requirements of inclusion (Birkland & Kaarst-Brown, 2010). This may account 
for differences in older versus newer gerontechnological studies’ findings: the 
older adult population has changed. 

It will be important to investigate if some user types are gendered or if they 
are more frequently gendered in some generations than others. While there are 
specific and interesting questions about gender and user type inspired by the 
Gerontechnology literature that must be explored further, the ICT User 
Typology can be integrated with other theories. The typology’s integration with 
other theories of technology perspectives and adoption allows us a better under- 
standing of how people approach and apply meanings to technology. 


Integration of the User Typology with Other Theories 


The ICT User Typology is the first theory that has concentrated on theorizing 
everyday older adult ICT use based on the meaning of ICTs in their lives. 
However, there are several other theories which have attempted to understand 
and predict ICT perspectives or technology adoption in a similar way to the 
typology, including Kaarst-Brown’s (1995) IT Cultural Archetypes and Rogers 
(1962, 2003) Diffusion of Innovations. A third theory, the Taxonomy of Game 
Players (De Shutter & Malliet, 2014), suggests a clustering of five attitudes 
toward digital games among older adult gamers. All these theories, interestingly 
enough, indicate that individuals can be separated into five categories. However, 
these theories also differ in their application and understanding of technology 
use/adoption from the ICT User Typology. The following sections address the 
similarities, differences, and synergies between these three theories and the ICT 
User Typology. 


Kaarst-Brown’s (1995) IT Cultural Archetypes 


Kaarst-Brown’s (1995) IT Cultural Archetypes were developed from an intensive 
ethnographic comparative case study of two different North American organiza- 
tions. Using data from over 80 interviews with these two organizations’ employ- 
ees, she discovered five emergent cultural views toward Information Technology 
(IT) that could exist in organizations. These five cultural views, termed 
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archetypes, represent distinct views of IT, derived from people’s basic technolog- 
ical assumptions (Kaarst-Brown, 1995; Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 1999): 


e In a Revered IT Culture, IT is highly valued and looked to as a solution to 
many problems. 

e In an Integrated IT Culture, IT is evaluated based on its match with user 
needs. 

e In a Demystified IT Culture, IT is seen as a resource that any employee can 
use. 

e Ina Controlled IT Culture, decisions about IT innovation are believed to be a 
responsibility of organizational leaders. 

e Ina Fearful IT Culture, IT and innovations are seen as potentially harmful. 


One can view these five archetypes as five potential subcultures that can exist 
in any organization, with each subculture having a distinct view on how IT 
should be used organizationally. This includes for what purposes and how IT 
professionals should be treated (Kaarst-Brown, 1995; Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 
1999). 

While IT Cultural Archetypes (Kaarst-Brown, 1995) focuses on IT cultures in 
organizations, the ICT User Typology concentrates on individual perspectives 
and meanings of ICT use. Despite these differences in what is being measured 
(subcultures versus individual perspectives) and predicted (organizational strate- 
gies versus ICT use), there are remarkable similarities between cultural arche- 
types and user types. It is likely that these two theories are capturing different 
parts in a chain of phenomena from the individual creation of ICT user types to 
the development of organizational IT subcultures. 

Enthusiasts, who “love” and “cherish” their ICTs, closely match the attitudes 
observed in the Revered IT cultural pattern. In a Revered IT Culture, IT is hon- 
ored and respected, and turned to for solutions for a wide range of problems 
(Kaarst-Brown, 1995; Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 1999). Similarly, Enthusiasts 
turn toward technological solutions in both their personal and professional lives, 
have great admiration for ICTs, and heavily advocate for greater use of ICTs in 
their workplaces. Enthusiasts enjoy working in technical environments and being 
involved in Revered IT Cultures. Fred was full of praise for his former employer 
(a secondary school) as he had been given free rein to use, invest in, and explore 
ICTs (a revered IT culture). When Enthusiasts encounter workplaces that do not 
value ICTs to the great extent that they do, they can be highly critical. Alice felt 
that the home healthcare agency she worked for was not using technology for 
the greatest benefit and was often suggesting ways to incorporate more ICTs 
into their workflow to her supervisor. 

Practicalists, who see ICTs as “tools” that serve a specific purpose in their 
lives, correlate closely to the Integrated IT Cultural pattern. In Integrated IT 
Cultures, use by organizations is seen as a balance between technical capabilities 
and user needs. New innovations are evaluated on their contributions to an 
organization’s well-being (Kaarst-Brown, 1995; Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 1999). 
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This focus on functionality and practical purpose in the Integrated Culture is 
remarkably similar to Practicalists’ own focus on usability and function. In an 
Integrated IT Culture, those technologies which have greatest value are those 
that are determined to be the best solution (Kaarst-Brown, 1995; Kaarst- 
Brown & Robey, 1999); just as Practicalists place the highest value on ICTs that 
are useful. Practicalists enjoy working in Integrated IT Cultures, where the 
values and purpose of devices are clearly defined, and their use of helpful inno- 
vations is supported. Belinda was grateful for having colleagues that helped her 
identify useful technologies and a workplace that supported her through techni- 
cal training and assistance (an Integrated IT Culture). 

Socializers, who view ICTs as “connectors,” want to use the technologies that 
younger generations are using. Socializers most closely mirror the Demystified 
IT Culture where users attempt to mimic the skills of IT professionals them- 
selves: anyone can use IT, not just IT specialists (Kaarst-Brown, 1995; Kaarst- 
Brown & Robey, 1999). Socializers, who are heavily influenced in their ICT use 
by the younger generations around them, believe that these younger users are 
highly knowledgeable ICT experts, whom they wish to emulate and mimic. 
Socializers adapt to and adopt the communication patterns of their youngest 
contacts; learning text speak, choosing to use the same devices and applications, 
and constantly observing the latest technologies being used. Those in a 
Demystified Culture seek to be self-sufficient ICT users (Kaarst-Brown, 1995; 
Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 1999), much like Socializers do. Gwen commented on 
how she often made up text acronyms and had learned text speak to communi- 
cate with her grandchildren — meeting them using the technology they were using 
in the way they were using it 

Traditionalists, who “love” and cherish the ICTs of their youth but have little 
use for more modern forms of ICTs, closely reflect the Controlled IT Culture 
discovered by Kaarst-Brown (1995). In the Controlled IT Culture, it is believed 
that decisions about IT should come from the top of the organization, and use 
should be carefully contained and constructed (Kaarst-Brown, 1995; Kaarst- 
Brown & Robey, 1999). This mirrors Traditionalists’ own behavior in which 
they control which ICTs they use (the ones of their youth) and the ones they do 
not (the more modern innovations). It is likely that Traditionalists, who have 
little interest in using modern ICTs (unless they are required to for work), see 
the responsibility for determining technological adoption in the workplace as 
simply some other person’s task, and not their own. Of all of the five types, 
Traditionalists are not only the least likely to adopt a new ICT, but also the least 
likely to discover new ICTs on their own. They rely, instead, on family members 
or friends to introduce new technologies; reflecting this abdication of ICT 
decision-making responsibility to others. It is quite possible that if Kaarst- 
Brown (1995) had examined the personal lives of the employees at the organiza- 
tions studied, she would have discovered the split between work (where 
Traditionalists use modern ICTs, if required) and home (where Traditionalists 
use only the ICTs of their youth). An example of this would be June, who, as a 
Traditionalist, had used more modern ICTs when required to do so by work, 
but in her personal life she very rarely used them. 
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Guardians, who view ICTs with suspicion and are wary of their potentially 
negative impacts on society, reflect Kaarst-Brown’s (1995) Fearful IT cultural 
archetype. In a Fearful IT Culture, innovations are viewed as possibly harmful, 
and in particular, as “harm to people” (Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 1999, p. 121). 
This culture is marked by a high level of technological anxiety (Kaarst-Brown, 
1995; Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 1999). These concerns echo Guardians’ fears of 
the potentially negative impact of technology, and most importantly, how this 
technology can harm. Margaret, as a Guardian, experienced such a high level of 
anxiety over the increasing digitalization of her workplace that she disengaged 
from her job, eventually retiring much earlier than she originally planned. 

The ICT User Typology and IT Cultural Archetypes (Kaarst-Brown, 1995; 
Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 1999) should be viewed as complimentary, not compet- 
ing, theories. Both provide substantial evidence that there is a grouping of five 
clusters of attitudes toward ICTs; and these five clusters are remarkably similar. 
It is likely that the user types of the ICT User Typology represent individual 
attitudes and beliefs toward ICTs, while the cultural archetypes represent the 
organizational subcultures that can develop in the workplace based on the user 
types present. 

Kaarst-Brown (2005) has written about how a leader’s underlying assump- 
tions about ICTs shape the organization’s overall outlook on innovation, IT cul- 
ture, and its willingness to adopt new innovations. Interesting questions remain, 
however, as to what influence individual user types may have on the develop- 
ment of IT cultures depending upon their concentration in an organization. For 
instance, is it only the user type of the person in charge that determines the IT 
culture for that part of the organization? Is it possible, if an overwhelming num- 
ber of employees in a sector of the organization have a conflicting user type 
from the leadership of that sector, that the employees determine the IT culture, 
rather than the leader? For instance, if an organization is led by a Traditionalist, 
but has mainly Enthusiasts and Practicalists as employees, will the organization 
become a Controlled, Revered, or Integrated IT Culture — all possibilities of the 
different user types observed? Will subcultures of these three archetypes develop, 
and if so, will it result in conflict and resistance? 

Using the ICT User Typology in integration with Kaarst-Brown’s IT 
Cultural Archetypes (1995), it is possible to understand how an individual’s own 
user type could potentially impact the culture of an organization, or how differ- 
ences in user types across an organization could lead to IT cultural conflict. It is 
also possible to understand how an IT culture that is significantly different from 
a person’s user type impacts that individual, particularly in terms of job satisfac- 
tion and retention. Margaret, a Guardian, worked in an office that had devel- 
oped a Revered IT Culture. She quickly became dissatisfied with her work, 
disengaged, and retired years before she had originally planned. Alice, an 
Enthusiast, was highly critical of her organization’s more Controlled IT Culture 
and believed that they should introduce more innovation; she left her organiza- 
tion shortly after our interviews concluded. Both Margaret and Alice were 
dissatisfied with their work culture, but for dramatically different reasons. 
(Technology having too high of a status for Margaret versus technology having 
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too low of a status for Alice.) Both were highly valued employees according to 
their friends, family, and coworkers; both represented an organizational loss. 
Mismatch between their user type and organizational IT culture led to their 
eventual disengagement. 

Given the similarity of the ICT User Typology and IT Cultural Archetypes 
(Kaarst-Brown, 1995; Kaarst-Brown & Robey, 1999), it is important to empha- 
size a few critical differences between the theories. The ICT User Typology is an 
individual level theory that examines domestication of ICTs in everyday life, 
whereas Kaarst-Brown’s (1995) theory of IT Cultural Archetypes is a group- 
level theory that examines culture in organizations. In particular, the ICT User 
Typology is focused on explaining the diversity of older adult ICT use, while IT 
Cultural Archetypes are focused on how cultural attitudes toward innovations 
impact organizational IT strategy. 

The close relationship of these two theories, however, provides more evidence 
that the user types of the ICT User Typology exist and are universal across gen- 
erations. Kaarst-Brown (1995) developed her IT Cultural Archetypes theory in 
two large organizations from an age-diverse workforce. Although her study was 
completed approximately 20 years prior to the development of the ICT User 
Typology, her participants ranged in age from their early twenties through their 
seventies, representing individuals born from approximately 1915 to 1975. This 
meant that her participants represented the WWII Generation, Lucky Few, 
Boomer, and Generation X generations. These five cultural patterns were not 
limited to members in a single birth cohort/generation. This lends more evidence 
that the user types are not generationally specific, as discussed in Chapter 8. 


E. M. Roger’s (1962, 2003) Diffusion of Innovations 


Another theory that presents five categories of users is E. M. Roger’s (1962, 
2003) Diffusion of Innovations, which seeks to understand how ideas become 
integrated into our societies. This theory posits that ideas and technologies 
undergo a process of adoption, and individuals can be separated into five 
predictable groups based upon their rate of adoption (fast to slow). These groups 
differ in their ages, financial, and social resources (E. M. Rogers, 1962, 2003; 
E. M. Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971): 


e Innovators tend to adopt an innovation early, tend to be young in age, and 
have high financial and social resources. 

e Early Adopters adopt an innovation shortly after innovators, tend to be youn- 
ger in age, and tend to have high financial and social resources. 

e Early Majority Adopters tend to be slower in adopting new innovations and 
have above average social status. 

e Late Majority Adopters tend to adopt an innovation later than most indivi- 
duals. They tend to have lower financial and social resources. 

e Laggards resist adoption of new innovations, tend to be older in age, and 
tend to have low financial and social resources. 
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There are two trends seen in the five categories proposed by Diffusion of 
Innovations: resources and age. Those who are more likely to adopt a new inno- 
vation are likely to have higher resources and be younger (innovators and early 
adopters) compared to those categories that are likely to resist adopting a new 
innovation (late majority and laggards) (E. M. Rogers, 1962, 2003; E. M. 
Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971). 

All of the participants discussed in this book in Chapters 2 through 6 were 
older individuals which Diffusion of Innovations (E. M. Rogers, 1962, 2003; 
E. M. Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971) predicts would be the least likely to adopt 
advanced ICTs. Yet a great diversity of ICT use and ownership was discovered: 
older adults were not all laggards. Age itself is not a solid predictor of adoption. 
There was also no relationship between resource level and user type. Instead, a 
wide variety of both financial and social resources was observed across the parti- 
cipants: several of the participants were quite impoverished, many were middle 
class, and a few were upper class. 

The ICT User Typology suggests that technology adoption and use are not 
purely a function of finances, social resources, or age, but rather is highly 
related to an individual’s fundamental beliefs and the meanings they find in 
ICTs.” Given the diversity of ICT use in the older adult population, the charac- 
terization of older adults and those with low social and financial resources as 
technological “laggards” is inaccurate at best, and ageist at worst. For example, 
we observed innovations diffuse from Harry (a Lucky Few generational mem- 
ber) to Katrina (a Millennial), the opposite of what Diffusion of Innovations 
would predict based on age. Resources also did not correlate with adoption. 
For example, Mindy Jean is a Traditionalist with a healthy social network and 
is the spouse of a retired executive who rejects advanced ICTs. Gwen is a 
Socializer who lives in low income housing with a large social network who 
embraces social media and texting. From the viewpoint of Diffusion of 
Innovations, Mindy Jean would be much more likely to adopt advanced ICTs 
than Gwen, due to Mindy Jean’s much higher financial resources. However, 
Mindy Jean rejects modern innovations and Gwen embraces those that enhance 
communications. Put simply: it was not a lack of resources that prevented 
Mindy Jean from using these devices, but the fact that these devices had little 
meaning in her everyday life. Conversely, a scarcity of financial resources did 
not inhibit Gwen’s adoption. 

Although the ICT User Typology and Diffusion of Innovations both contain 
five categories, there is no clear mapping across the two theories. This is not to 
say that resources, both financial and technical support and encouragement, are 
not important — they are critical. Nancy, a Socializer, who desperately wanted 
to learn to text, was prevented from doing so due to her limited income and 
impairments. If a cell phone that accommodated both her abilities and her 


*Prior gerontechnological research has supported that income and educational levels 
are not always predictive of ICT use; as individuals who have low income and educa- 
tion levels are often digital participants (Eynon & Helsper, 2010). 
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budget was available, she would likely be an avid texter. There is still power in 
understanding how resources, functional ability, and knowledge impact time of 
adoption and, therefore, Diffusion of Innovations can be a useful theory. It, 
however, can be complimented by other theories that examine perspectives on 
ICT meaning, such as the ICT User Typology. 

The ICT User Typology is not simply a metric for understanding when or at 
what rate an ICT will be adopted, but provides an understanding of how an ICT 
will be used and why it has been adopted. It is not the technologies owned that 
make a person any particular user type, but rather the meaning these ICTs hold 
to an individual that does so. Seeing an ICT as a “toy” is what made Alice, 
Fred, and Harry Enthusiasts, not that they all owned cell phones. In fact, not all 
of the Enthusiasts owned the latest smartphones: while Alice and Fred both 
owned smartphones, Harry lacked good cellular data coverage at his rural home 
so he opted to have a simple cell phone. Similarly, among the Practicalists the 
prevailing thought of ICTs as a “tool” did not lead this group to adopt similar 
cell phone models. Belinda had a smartphone, Cleveland had a simple plan 
phone and Boris had a pay-as-you-go cell phone. What motivated adoption of 
these diverse models was the everyday tasks these Practicalists completed. While 
Belinda was a college-level educator, necessitating her to purchase a smart- 
phone; Cleveland had recently retired and found that a simple phone plan suited 
his needs as he no longer needed to be in constant contact with his workplace. 
Boris used a simple pay-as-you-go phone, as it provided emergency service 
should he need it on a construction site. Practicalists are not Practicalists 
because they own a certain type of device, or adopted a certain device at a simi- 
lar time. They are Practicalists because they are motivated to adopt new devices 
based on their usefulness, which stems from their shared belief that ICTs are 
tools. 

What can be seen in the above examples is that for any innovation, categoriz- 
ing individuals simply by the time of adoption or type of technology used leaves 
a critical gap in understanding why individuals are adopting an ICT. More 
importantly, we do not know how they are using the innovations they have 
adopted. For instance, Alice, an Enthusiast, had a smartphone, as did Belinda, a 
Practicalist. If we placed Alice and Belinda in the same category because they 
owned smartphones, we would miss important and critical information on why 
these women adopted these ICTs. Alice owned a smartphone despite working in 
an environment that did not encourage its use; Belinda owned a smartphone 
because her workplace required it. Appealing to Alice is the “fun” and “new- 
ness,” appealing to Belinda is the “practical” and “function” — and these views 
impact how these women use their devices. 


While Kaarst-Brown’s (1995) IT Cultural Archetypes and E. M. Rogers’ (1962, 
2003) Diffusion of Innovations theories focus on the general population and 
their ICT perspectives and adoption, another theory, De Shutter and Malliet’s 
(2014) Taxonomy of Older Adult Gamers, specifically focuses on older adults 
and their perspectives on digital gaming. 
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De Shutter and Malliet’s (2014) Taxonomy of Older Adult Gamers 


De Shutter and Malliet (2014) studied the gaming habits and perspectives of 
35 older adults who played digital games at least once weekly. From their quali- 
tative study, they determined that older adult digital gamers can be divided into 
five categories: 


(1) Time Wasters view games as ways to fill time in a productive way, particu- 
larly for improving cognition. 

(2) Freedom Fighters view games as a positive way that they can avoid other 
daily tasks in their lives. 

(3) Compensators play games because they fulfill social and cognitive engage- 
ment needs that they are no longer able to fulfill in other ways due to func- 
tional declines. 

(4) Value Seekers use games to learn about other hobbies or interests. 

(5) Ludophiles are passionate gamers, individuals who love playing games and 
identify as gamers. 


It is important to note that in the taxonomy that De Shutter and Malliet 
(2014) have proposed, all of the older adult participants analyzed were using dig- 
ital games. This is a different population than the older adults studied for the 
ICT User Typology, which included many older adults who did not play 
games.’ The Lucky Few individuals who played digital games in the study 
included Alice, Fred, Harry (Enthusiasts), Boris (Practicalist), and June 
(Traditionalist). 

Alice identified most strongly as a “gamer” and most likely could be catego- 
rized as a Ludophile. Fred and Harry, although they did not consider themselves 
gamers, also found games fun like Ludophiles. Boris occasionally played games, 
viewing them as a way to be active and fill his time, much like a Time Waster. 
June’s game playing is more difficult to categorize. June rarely used digital 
games; she would occasionally play solitaire on her computer every few weeks. 
June’s level of game playing would not have met the selection criteria in De 
Shutter and Malliet’s (2014) study, given that they required older adults to play 
digital games at least once a week. This is likely why June’s digital gaming is dif- 
ficult to categorize. 

While at first it may seem that these two taxonomies are unrelated given the 
very different participants they were developed with and the behavior they 
describe, there are some interesting correlations. First, De Shutter and Malliet 
(2014) suggest that these gaming categories differ on their views of gaming as a 
more pleasurable versus a more useful task — a similar continuum to the split 
between the fun-loving Enthusiasts and the useful-focused Practicalists. Among 
older adults, there is some type of continuum in perspectives as to if technology 


3In particular, Guardians reject digital gaming, typically viewing it as a waste of 
time and a removal from the “real” face-to-face relationships they value. 
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is meant to be more fun or more functional. Second, De Shutter’s and Malliet’s 
(2014) Compensators lend support for Socializers’ innovative use of ICTs for 
social interactions. Compensators view games as way to adjust for declines in 
functional ability (cognitive or physical) in order to remain active and socialize. 
Nancy, as a Socializer, viewed virtual bowling as a way for older adults to com- 
pensate for physical declines and socialize, although she herself did not use the 
gaming system. 

While the Gaming Taxonomy and the ICT User Typology are not describing 
a similar phenomenon, there is a similar synergy, lending credence to the fact 
that older adults differ on the meanings they assign to ICTs — be they gaming 
technologies or technologies more broadly. 


Opportunities for Further Research 


The ICT User Typology opens a potential field of research into exploring ICT 
use, meaning, introduction, and display from the perspective of the five user 
types. Opportunities exist for critically validating the types and for expanding 
the theory. 


Expansion of the ICT User Typology Beyond the Lucky Few 
(and Beyond the United States) 


One of the largest potential areas for development of the ICT User Typology is 
expanding the theory beyond older adults and the borders of the United States. 
The method chosen, dialogical interpretive interactionist (Denzin, 2001) case 
studies (Yin, 2009), allowed a depth of data collection that was necessary to gen- 
erate the Typology. For practical purposes, the intensiveness of this method lim- 
ited the number of comparative cases that could be conducted. (Methodological 
choices are discussed more fully in Chapter 11, “Discovery of the ICT User 
Typology”.) 

The consequence of such an in-depth study is that it tells us little about the 
demographics of the typology. It is unknown how widespread these user types 
are in the general population. For instance, it is unclear what percentage of the 
Lucky Few generation is any particular user type. There is also little information 
as to if this theory is applicable across cultural boundaries or if the percentages 
of user types differ from generation to generation or from culture to culture. 
This, of course, is an opportunity to explore if the ICT User Typology is indeed 
applicable cross-culturally and cross-generationally. 

Currently, work is underway to develop a survey instrument that accurately 
captures the five user types, allowing further testing both in the United States 
(where this study originated) and in other nations and cultures. Such a survey 
will also allow for further validation of the user types, while allowing us to 
understand interactions of the types with other theoretical perspectives currently 
being developed in Gerontechnology (such as current research on income, self- 
efficacy, and resource accessibility) (Czaja, Boot, Charness, Rogers, & Sharit, 
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2018; Friemel, 2016; Pick et al., 2015). Further research must also examine how 
these types develop — and if they can be changed or influenced. 


Exploring the Development of ICT User Types 


From the study of the Lucky Few participants, it appears ICT user types begin 
developing in childhood. Early interactions with technology have a large impact 
on the development of a person’s lifetime technological perspective. Events 
through the life course to mid-age continue to shape a person’s user type. These 
insights as to when types develop, however, are retrospective in nature. 
Retrospective studies are tainted by the fact that our memories are often not per- 
fect and that the events we remember from long ago do not necessarily reflect 
the reality of what factually happened (Scott & Alwin, 1998). 

Retrospective memories can be shaped by experiences that happen after the 
event in question, colored by our own perceptions, and at best, can often be 
blurry (Scott & Alwin, 1998). In some cases, this was proven to be true for the 
data presented in Chapters 2 through 6 — most people could only name rough 
time spans in which they started using an ICT (often half decade periods) and 
sometimes could not remember their original motivations for using a technol- 
ogy, particularly if such use first occurred in early adulthood or childhood. (For 
some older adults this was nearly 50—70 years ago). For the vast majority of 
participants, more specific dates and feelings could be recalled in a second inter- 
view after the participant considered the incident during the interval. However, 
even with improved recall of dates and feelings, such thoughts are being trans- 
lated and filtered through their following life experiences and their current 
meanings. 

Within the life course literature, such retrospective studies are common 
because of the difficulty in designing and implementing prospective studies 
(Elder, 1985; Elder & Giele, 2009; Scott & Alwin, 1998). Many have argued that 
when studying a person’s current state, views, and meanings, those memories 
which are the most salient are the most important to having shaped a person; no 
matter how inaccurate. When it comes to understanding meanings and personal 
stories, it is often less important what factually happened to us as individuals, 
but more important what we believed happened: our own personal narrative of 
the events that shape our lives (Denzin, 2001). There is a power in those memo- 
ries that we hold as creating an integral part of our identity, even if they are 
somewhat factually incorrect. 

Despite the legitimacy of the retrospective studies in gerontology, the pro- 
posed genesis of these user types calls for longitudinal prospective investigation. 
Such studies could determine which childhood events are critical: the importance 
of mentors, the role of technological “tinkering,” and the importance of shared 
family media experiences. Most importantly, prospective studies could determine 
when such user types develop and the factors important in their development. 
They could also determine if these user types are stable or if they change over 
the lifespan (and most critically, how and what influences these changes). To 
truly understand the development of these user types would require a multi- 
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generational study of individuals, tracked from early childhood until older adult- 
hood. Such a study, while likely to yield incredibly important data, would span 
the work of several generations of scholars. 

The benefits of such a study, however, would be enormous. Such work could 
track how these user types develop and possibly change over the life course, but 
also provide an in-depth understanding of how an individual’s user type inter- 
acts with a person’s entire life trajectory. This includes how a person’s user type 
impacts their work trajectory (chosen career, career path, time of retirement) 
and interpersonal interactions and relationship trajectories (intergenerational 
relationships, friendships, and family relationships). 

Given the often-cited need for larger numbers of Science, Technology, 
Engineering, and Math (STEM) career holders in the United States (Gonzalez & 
Kuenzi, 2012; Kuenzi, 2008) and Europe (Directorate-General for Internal 
Policies, 2015; Microsoft, 2017), there are also important questions as to whether 
a person’s ICT user type can be influenced, leading to more Enthusiasts and/or 
Practicalists in a given cohort. (Enthusiasts and Practicalists appear to be more 
likely to choose STEM careers than other types.) 

While such future empirical studies should address if user types can indeed be 
changed or influenced, the ICT User Typology has immediate practical implica- 
tions for practitioners, designers, and advertisers who are interested in the older 
adult population. Strategies for applying the ICT User Typology are explored in 
Chapter 10. 


Chapter 10 


Breaking the Digital Divide 


While the ICT User Typology is a theory of technology use, it has practical 
implications for how to meet the needs and wants of an aging society. Split into 
four sections, this chapter provides (1) guidance to practitioners who work with 
older adults, (2) methods and considerations for overcoming the barriers to older 
adult participation in our digital society, (3) strategies for designers and adverti- 
sers to maximize the lessons from the typology to reach a growing graying 
market, and (4) lessons for childhood educational programs to impact the devel- 
opment of user types in childhood. This chapter is designed for a diverse audi- 
ence and is meant to appeal to those who work in aging, information and 
library science, technology design and development, advertising, and education. 


Practitioner Opportunities: Understanding and Supporting 
Older Adults 


Many practitioners who work closely with older adults have noticed the great 
diversity in ICT use by their patrons, clients, patients, and customers; while also 
recognizing the potential benefits of digitalization (Freeman, 2005). However, it 
is often difficult for those working with older adults to verbalize this diversity 
and, more importantly, to understand how this diversity impacts older adults’ 
access to digital services. Practitioners can use the ICT User Typology frame- 
work to customize services, opportunities, and living environments to maximize 
life satisfaction for each of the user types and their ideal relationship with 
technology. 

Enthusiasts are the most technologically capable of all the user types and, 
therefore, the most likely of your clients to seek information online or fill out 
online forms. ICTs are a fundamental part of Enthusiasts’ lives and inability to 
use them negatively impacts their life satisfaction. Given the centrality of tech- 
nology to their identity, in residential/ managed care settings or when working 
with Enthusiasts with disabilities or age-related declines, it is important to facili- 
tate access to appropriate and useable ICTs. Enthusiasts prefer to have their 
environments filled with technologies and are the most likely to accept (and even 
embrace) ubiquitous computing, including smart home innovations.’ They have 


'For a review of smart home technologies for older adults, please see Majumder 
et al. (2017). 
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high expectations for organizations they interact with to be technologically 
innovative. 

Practicalists tend to have medium to high ability to use online services and 
resources. Diverse as group in their technical knowledge, their skills are often 
tied to the ICTs they use/used in their work. Those with high and diverse ICT 
use in their workplaces typically have the best skill set. Therefore, it is important 
to recognize that some Practicalists may need additional help in completing 
computer-based tasks, particularly if they were in a less technologically-focused 
work environment or position. Practicalists, unlike Enthusiasts, do not enjoy 
being constantly surrounded by technology and are more likely to prefer ICT- 
specific spaces in institutional settings that are task-defined, such as computer 
rooms and separate entertainment rooms. 

Socializers have a high need for social interaction, and this flows into their 
media and ICT use. They also have a diversity of skills, with their highest levels 
of skills being in communication devices and services. They, therefore, may need 
assistance in using other forms of ICTs or filling out online forms. Socializers do 
not like using ICTs alone or using ICTs they consider isolating. Television 
watching, for instance, tends to be too solitary of an activity for most Socializers 
and they would greatly prefer an interactive experience. For those with mild- to 
moderate physical and/or cognitive declines, but who have high socialization 
needs, virtual gaming in a group setting can help to engage Socializers. It is also 
important to ensure that in any setting (institutional or otherwise) Socializers 
have access to the devices and services they need to stay in touch with their large 
family and friend networks so integral to their identity. Often the ICTs provided 
in such settings are too old and too underpowered to allow effective access to 
social media, or social media websites are blocked. Such policies prevent many 
Socializers from using ICTs to fulfill their socialization needs (more on these 
issues is presented in the following section). 

Traditionalists have the lowest ICT skills of any of the user types. They do 
not go online often (if at all) and are unwilling or unable to conduct online 
research or fill out online forms. For Traditionalists, it is critical to identify if 
they have a family member or friend that undertakes these tasks for them and to 
determine if their digital and information needs are being met. While many 
Traditionalists have such individuals to rely on, some do not. Telling an older 
adult Traditionalist to simply “go online” may be an insurmountable and unwel- 
come task. If a person does not have a proxy that can access the internet, this is 
a role that perhaps a companion or personnel at your organization can 
undertake. 

Guardians tend to be concerned with internet security and privacy. They are 
overall cautious of providing their information online. For Guardians, it is 
important to have privacy procedures in place and have these easily and 
frequently explained. In institutional care settings, Guardians deeply value ICT- 
free spaces where they can have conversations and deepen relationships face-to- 
face without distraction from digital devices. 

The ICT User Typology provides insight into how we can better support 
older adults to improve their life satisfaction. While this section has briefly 
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introduced how practitioners can best facilitate each type’s desired use patterns, 
the next section examines the barriers that prevent the desired levels of ICT use. 
In order to discuss how these barriers can be overcome for the five user types 
these challenges are explored through the most common language used to con- 
ceptualize them: the digital divide. 


Closing the Gray Digital Divide: Supporting Older Adult Users 
and Non-users 


Oftentimes in the literature, there is a push to encourage older adults to adopt 
ICTs. Such literature seeks to close “gray digital divide,” — the idea that older 
individuals report lower usage rates of the internet, computers, and cell phones 
compared to younger people.* Even younger elders show higher rates of ICT use 
than older elders (Heart & Kalderon, 2013). However, such an oversimplifica- 
tion of the gray digital divide misses the complexity in older adult ICT use and 
non-use. Individuals move in and out of various user and non-user categories 
due to changes in their physical, mental, financial, and motivational states(s): 
the digital divide is not static (Van Dijk, 2005). Indeed, three groups of people 
are being captured in the digital divide literature at any given moment: those 
that are using digital ICTs, those that want to (but cannot use them at the level 
that they wish), and those that do not want to use ICTs (Millward, 2003; 
Russell, 1998; Van Dijk, 2005). 

The first two groups, those older adults that are using digital devices and 
those that want to, cut across four of the user types: Enthusiasts, Practicalists, 
Socializers, and Guardians. Within these four user types, you will find many 
individuals using the devices they would like, in the ways they would like, for 
the purposes they would like. However, you will also find individuals who are 
not able to access the ICTs they desire due to a lack of technological literacy, 
functional or cognitive declines, or financial barriers. 


Improving Technological Literacy: Helping the Wants 


Lack of knowledge, and particularly support for learning new ICTs or new func- 
tions, is a particular problem for many older adults (Morrison, 2015). Among 
the Lucky Few, there is a great diversity in exposure to ICTs through the work 
environment, so retired older adults in this generation are left with very differen- 
tial ICT knowledge in elder age. For instance, both George (Guardian) and Dan 
(Practicalist) found that, because of their relatively high positions in organiza- 
tions (a vice president and a director, respectively), they had not been exposed to 


?The literature on the digital divide and older adults spans several decades (Czaja & 
Lee, 2007; Czaja & Sharit, 1998; Friemel, 2016; Gilleard & Higgs, 2008; Jacobson, 
Lin, & McEwen, 2017; Millward, 2003; Paul & Stegbauer, 2005; Peral-Peral et al., 
2015; Pick et al., 2015; Van Volkom et al., 2014). 
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computers and the internet through their work. Both wanted to learn computers 
once they reached retirement, but found learning without a supportive work 
environment difficult. 

Dan was starting his own consulting business following his retirement from 
his career in a global non-profit. One of the factors in the timing of his retire- 
ment had been the cognitive decline of his mother due to dementia. He returned 
to the rural area in which he grew up to serve as her full-time caregiver. Even 
though Dan was happy to return the loving care he received from his mother as 
a child, the experience was often isolating and heartbreaking. (Dan’s mother 
died shortly after the conclusion of our interviews.) He sought to create a con- 
sulting business and to advise graduate students not only to engage his brain, 
but as a welcome “escape” from caregiving activities. However, his connections 
to these individuals were virtual by necessity and he found himself struggling to 
use the computer technology that he had not learned in his prior work. 

Due to Dan’s rural environment, there was no formal place within easy driv- 
ing distance he could turn to for help. Instead he relied on his wife to help him 
learn. However, he found it frustrating that while he could give a fantastic pre- 
sentation, he struggled to create digital slides. (See Chapter 3 for a more in- 
depth discussion of Dan’s experience.) 

For George, he found using a computer challenging. He relied on the two of 
his children who lived locally to provide technical assistance, although he often 
wished that there was someone he could hire to provide technical lessons on spe- 
cific software and applications he wanted to use. While George worked part- 
time at a big box retailer (for, as he put it, “something to do”), the vast majority 
of his position did not require nor provide the opportunity to use technology. As 
a Guardian, there was some technology he was interested in (mostly the com- 
puter and internet) but other technologies he was not. He indicated that he 
would like tailored lessons, particularly on online shopping and internet security, 
which were more complex topics than the local library offered in their senior 
computing course. 

Lack of training is often cited in the research as being one of the greatest bar- 
riers to older adults learning ICTs (Friemel, 2016; Padilla-Gongora et al., 2017) 
and research has focused on developing specific strategies to accommodate older 
adult learning needs (Boechler, Foth, & Watchom, 2007; Slegers, van Boxtel, & 
Jolles, 2007). The need for better and more customized technical training for 
older adults is clear. Rather than seeing the offering of more content as a chal- 
lenge for already underfunded community programs, such needs can be instead 
seen as an opportunity to promote intergenerational understanding and 
communication. 

As our populations age worldwide (Kinsella & Velkoff, 2001), there will be 
many aging-related employment opportunities (Rosowsky, 2005). These posi- 
tions will not only be in healthcare but across all industries — from housing to 
tourism, marketing to design, and government to business (Plawecki & 
Plawecki, 2015). Such a population shift will require those entering the work- 
force to be prepared to work with an aging clientele and meet the demands of an 
aging market. A potential solution to meeting the demands of an aging-savvy 
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workforce and to provide technical literacy to our aging population is to have 
young people (secondary and post-secondary students) help older adults to learn 
new technologies (under the guidance of teachers and professors). Such older 
adult technological literacy programs could be modeled on STEM programs? — 
insofar as they encourage younger people to consider a new career path — in 
this case an aging career path. Such experience with older adult clients and/or 
consumers will be considered an asset in any young person’s chosen career given 
societal aging trends. Taking into the account the growth of older adult markets 
(particularly, as Boomers begin to age into elderhood (Coleman, Hladikova, & 
Savelyeva, 2006)), such exposure not only benefits the older adults, but also 
organizations seeking workers to serve an aging clientele and young people seek- 
ing employment. 

When creating such a technological literacy program, it is important to 
involve older adults, who best understand their needs and desires (Lenstra, 
2017). While many libraries and senior centers have offered computer classes for 
older adults (Anger, 2005; Eaton & Salari, 2005; Xie & Jaeger, 2008), one of the 
issues of this common model is the lack of customizability. Practicalists and 
Guardians are not interested in learning every possible function they can com- 
plete with their computer and would prefer learning about targeted features. 
Dan particularly wanted to learn office software as he was interested in starting 
his own business. George wanted to learn about information security and online 
shopping. 

Research has shown that private, one-on-one tailored technical training is 
highly desired by older adults (Friemel, 2016), so such lessons should focus on 
instructor and learner (rather than group) environments. Since both emotional 
and technical support are important to older adults successfully learning new 
technologies (Barnard, Bradley, Hodgson, & Lloyd, 2013), it will be important 
to train volunteers to recognize and be sensitive to older adults’ feelings toward 
technology. 

While addressing technological literacy is important to facilitate many of the 
user types, there must not only be attention paid to providing knowledge, but 
also accessible devices that allow individuals with a diversity of ability level 
access to our digital society. 


Facilitating Accessibility to and Affordability of ICTs: Helping 
the Wants 


ICTs are typically created for the young (Larsen, 1993): people with good eye- 
sight, high manual dexterity, and fast cognitive reflexes and memory (Becker, 
2004). Many older adults experience cognitive (Fang et al., 2017) and/or physi- 
cal declines or disabilities which make using modern ICTs difficult (Barratt, 


3See Breiner, Johnson, Harkness, and Koehler (2012) for a discussion of STEM pro- 
grams and partnerships. 
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2007; Czaja, Sharit, Charness, Fisk, & Rogers, 2001; Hill, Betts, & Gardner, 
2015). While in many high-income developed nations the chronological time 
older adults are spending disabled at the end of life has decreased, functional 
limitations still begin to rise in the older population at age 70. For low- and 
middle-income countries, such limitations increase at even younger ages 
(Chatterji, Byles, Cutler, Seeman, & Verdes, 2015). Functional limitations are, 
and will continue to be, a major stumbling block impacting older adults’ tech- 
nology use in generations to come. 

Across the study, individuals expressed concern that if they developed such 
limitations, or if their current impairments progressed, they would find it diffi- 
cult to use the devices they currently used. Such concerns are not imaginary: 
older adults who face physical or cognitive impairments report much lower 
usage rates of ICTs than those without such impairments, with vision and mem- 
ory declines being most impactful (Gell, Rosenberg, Demiris, LaCroix, & Patel, 
2015). Those who have such impairments are often fearful that new innovations 
will exclude them (Okonji, Lhussier, Bailey, & Cattan, 2015). 

Older adults need accessible devices that are sensitive to their lifestyle, their 
needs and wants in technology (Bagnall, Onditi, Rouncefield, & Sommerville, 
2006). The ICT User Typology can help us to identify the wants and needs in 
the diverse older adult population and we can tailor and build devices to meet 
their lifestyle preferences — while ensuring such devices and services are accessi- 
ble. The physical and cognitive inaccessibility of technology can prevent 
Enthusiasts, Practicalists, Socializers, and Guardians from using the technolo- 
gies they desire. 

While one of Gerontechnology’s main goals has been the creation of alterna- 
tives for those with disabilities or impairments to use modern ICTs (Bouma, 
2001), attention must be paid to ensure these devices are financially in reach. 
Nancy is a prime example of how inaccessible technology design can impact an 
older adult and prevent them from living their ideal lifestyle. As a Socializer, she 
wanted to be able to text, to connect her to the youngest individuals in her large 
intergenerational network. Living in an assisted living facility, she had no dis- 
posable income and no resources with which to purchase an alternative device 
and/or service that would allow her the functionality of texting. While Nancy 
qualified for the US government Lifeline program (which provides qualifying 
individuals with a free cell phone and limited monthly free minutes and data) 
(Federal Communications Commission, 2018), all of the available simple phone 
models had small buttons. The last phone she had tried she attempted manipu- 
lating with a pencil, however, even the eraser was too large. She sent this phone 
back, and refused to participate in the program again, as she said it was not 
designed for people like her — people with impairments or who were older. 

One of Nancy’s fellow residents, Bobbie, showed me her Lifeline phone 
model. A simple phone (non-smartphone) was smaller than a deck of cards 
(Figure 16). Although Bobbie was significantly younger than Nancy and had no 
eyesight or manual dexterity issues, she found the phone difficult to manipulate. 
In Figure 16, the cell phone is the smaller device. For size comparison, you can 
see the size of a normal television remote and several hard candies in a plastic 
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Figure 16. An Example of a Lifeline Phone. 


sandwich bag. I handled the phone and attempted to dial my own number — 
and it took two tries to enter it correctly because of miss-struck keys. 

Many older adults receive federal social welfare benefits in the US and, 
because of this, they qualify for a Lifeline phone. It is disheartening that the 
only phone models commonly available are often unsuitable for older indivi- 
duals and/or those with disabilities. For Nancy, who mentioned many times 
over the course of the study that she just “wished they had a phone I could use 
to text,” the frustrations of not having an accessible device were heartbreaking. 
As she pointed out — it is not only older people who have arthritis or difficulty 
seeing who needed to use a cell phone. Such devices, too small to manipulate, 
disenfranchise large swathes of our societies. 

While individuals with more disposable income may be able to compensate 
for their disabilities or declines through self-purchasing, it is concerning that the 
devices provided for our most vulnerable society’s members are often unusable. 
When researchers and practitioners speak of closing the gray digital divide, it is 
important that we remember to not only make ICTs available for those who do 
not have access — but also to make them physically and cognitively accessible 
for an aging population.* More resources must be invested in designing more 
age-friendly ICTs. Importantly, there should be a focus on making sure that the 
cost of these devices is kept low and they are available on appropriate govern- 
mental assistance programs. 


‘Many researchers have outlined methodologies for designing with older adults with 
cognitive and/or physical impairments (Astell et al., 2009; Bagnall et al., 2006; 
Dickinson & Dewsbury, 2006; Dickinson et al., 2004). 
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Prior research has indicated that inability to afford ICTs impacts older 
adults’ self-fulfillment (Hill, Beynon-Davies, & Williams, 2008). It is no wonder: 
technology for Enthusiasts is the center of their lives and for Socializers is how 
they stay connected to their important communities. Denying these user types 
devices because they have developed disabilities or age-related impairments is to 
take a strike at their fundamental identity. Studies have shown that communica- 
tion technology use decreases loneliness (Czaja et al., 2018) and social isolation 
(Blit-Cohen & Litwin, 2004; Chen & Schulz, 2016; Clark, 2001; Czaja et al., 
2018; Xie, 2008), while improving well-being (Blit-Cohen & Litwin, 2005; Czaja 
et al., 2018; Ihm & Hsieh, 2015; Khvorostianov, Elias, & Nimrod, 2011). Some 
research has suggested that among retired older adults, internet use is even cor- 
related with lower depression rates (Cotten, Ford, Ford, & Hale, 2012). 
Designing, creating, and providing accessible and affordable technologies for 
those who put technology or communication at the center of their lives should 
be paramount. 

Even if devices are accessible and affordable, they need to be available to 
older adults in their living situations. In our resident care settings, policies and 
dated technology can prevent older adults from engaging with our digital world. 
Gerontechnologists’ work in such settings has often looked toward providing 
care or workforce solutions (Czaja, 2016; Freedman, Calkins, & Haitsma, 
2005), rather than in facilitating residents everyday use. In Nancy’s assisted liv- 
ing center, access to social media sites was blocked in order to prevent staff 
members from wasting organizational time. This meant that residents that 
wanted to use social media had to travel elsewhere to do so. Most residents were 
unable to travel to the nearest location that offered both free Wi-Fi and compu- 
ters: the local library. A mile away and not located on any public transportation 
line that connected to the assisted living center, this was inaccessible to the vast 
majority of residents. 

Providing access in such environments makes sense as growing numbers of 
older adults rely on social media as a way to remain connected to their families 
(Coelho & Duarte, 2016) and access to communication technology has been 
proven to ease the transition to such living communities (Waldron et al., 2005). 
Many of the residents of the facility I spoke with would have enjoyed access to 
social media; however, they were prevented from doing so because it improved 
overall organizational efficiency. There are a multitude of other interventions 
that could have been used to prevent employees from using social media during 
their workday: stricter policies, blocking individual devices, and collecting 
devices from employees during their shifts. Policies which facilitate residents’ 
digital lives and help them to more closely achieve their ideal technological life- 
style should be a priority. The residents, as clients, should be the center of care. 

Beyond allowing access, available technology in these facilities is often slug- 
gish and outdated (or non-existent). The computers available in Nancy’s assisted 
living facility were over 10 years old. It should be an institutional priority to pro- 
vide a number of relatively recent computers to residents. These computers need 
not be purchased new. Individuals and organizations frequently update devices, 
with organizations in particular often only receiving small recycling returns. 
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Such devices, rather than being returned to the manufacturer could be donated 
to such facilities with a charitable deduction. Many organizations with older 
adult clients may find student groups at their local secondary school or univer- 
sity willing to help source devices and provide technical help. 

While increasing accessibility and access are important to allowing 
Enthusiasts, Practicalists, Socializers, and Guardians to use ICTs in the ways 
they desire, it is also important to consider how to best facilitate the 
Traditionalists — the want-nots — in our society as well. 


Supporting the Traditionalists: Helping the Want-Nots 


The third important category of older individuals in the digital divide is the 
“want nots” — these are people choosing to not use modern digital ICTs 
(Eynon & Helsper, 2010; Russell, 1998). In terms of the ICT User Typology, 
these are the Traditionalists — those individuals who love the ICTs of their 
youth but have little interest in using more modern technologies. 

Much of the focus in both popular media and in scholarly and practitioner 
digital divide literature focuses on how to motivate Traditionalists to use the 
modern ICTs they reject. The presumption in much of this literature is that use 
is good — and non-use, conversely — is, therefore, bad (Friemel, 2016; Russell, 
1998). In these discussions of the digital divide, we often overlook older adult 
personhood (Lenstra, 2017) seeing technology as the perfect “solution” to the 
“problems” of aging (Parviainen & Pirhonen, 2017). Such insinuations suggest 
that aging is not valued, nor desirable, but instead is a state that needs to be 
fixed. Our aging societies do not need fixing, technology is not a bandage, nor is 
any technological innovation free of consequences — be they positive or 
negative. 

Older adults have a right to self-determine their level of engagement in our 
digital world, including if that level of engagement is zero. They have the right 
to make choices about their lives and this includes the choice to disengage from 
more modern forms of technology. The focus on encouraging computer and 
internet use in much of the literature infantilizes older adults, playing into ageist 
stereotypes which suggest that they are not capable of making their own deci- 
sions (Cutler, 2005). Older adults are not children and encouraging them to use 
a computer should not be analogous to telling a toddler that they should eat 
their spinach.° 

Older adults are well aware of what technologies can do. Traditionalists, who 
consume high amounts of traditional media, are well aware of many new 


‘In the United States, there is much fascination with religious subcultures that have 
rejected and/or restricted their ICT use, including the Amish. Our acceptance, and 
even fascination with individuals from a subculture that rejects and/or strictly con- 
trols their ICT use (see Umble (1994) for a discussion of the telephone), stands in 
contrast to our societal non-acceptance of the older adults among us who choose to 
not use ICTs. 
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technologies: they have seen/read/listened to advertisements, stories, articles, and 
programs about them and still they have no interest in using these modern 
forms. Traditionalists have little self-motivation to use such technologies in their 
elderhood, as their lives are simply full of the traditional media they love. In 
many cases, Traditionalists are already being pressured by friends and family 
members to adopt more modern ICTs. They find themselves inundated with 
well-meaning but unwanted technological gifts, yet they continue to resist this 
pressure to use them. With Traditionalists’ more modern technologies gathering 
dust and frequent inquiries from loved ones, there is not much more on a socie- 
tal level that can be done to encourage Traditionalists’ use. 

Those of us who identify as Enthusiasts cannot let our love and passion for 
technology blind us to the agency of our elders. If we would like to have agency 
in the final decade or two of our own lives and to be able to make our own 
choices about the technologies we use, we should start by respecting the techno- 
logical choices of our own elders now. 

Traditionalists from the Lucky Few generation are mostly unharmed by their 
decision to disengage from the virtual world. They tend to be very happy about 
their choices (although they are often frustrated by the pressure they feel from 
others to use modern technologies). These individuals have survived, adapted, 
and thrived for over 70 years; if they are happy being unengaged from modern 
ICTs in the last decades of their life, there is a strong argument that we should 
allow them to do so. 

There is an important caveat to this discussion. Much of our information and 
services are moving online, leaving people who are not internet users at risk. 
Successful older adult Traditionalists tend to have a strong network of people 
who use ICTs and they rely on these direct users to get them information they 
may need, file things online, or digitally communicate with others. These direct 
users are similar to the “warm experts” previously identified in the literature — 
individuals who provide technical assistance and/or access to older adults 
(Wyatt, Henwood, Hart, & Smith, 2005). In this way, Traditionalists are “indi- 
rect” or secondary users of online services, computers, and other digital technol- 
ogies, relying on these warm experts for actual use. 

If Traditionalists lose their relationship with the direct user they rely on, they 
are at extreme risk in a digital society. Mindy Jean relied on her husband to go 
online, including to file taxes and look up information. June relied on her chil- 
dren and a man who worked at the front desk at her low-income apartments to 
look up information and print off forms she needed. If these Traditionalist older 
adults were to lose these individuals, or never had these contacts in the first 
place, they would be at risk of not being able to complete these tasks. This 
speaks to the need for our societies to provide services that facilitate “indirect” 
users of systems: a social safety net for the indirect users of the internet. When 
asked what they would do if they no longer could rely on their direct users, 
Traditionalists volunteered they could go to their local library and the librarian 
would help them to get the information or to sign up for the services they 
needed. These types of library services need to be funded. 
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To truly facilitate the needs of Traditionalists, professionals and volunteers in 
such programs need to be willing to set aside any “pro-technology agendas” 
(Margaret) and ageist stereotypes. Often, particularly among those who are 
Enthusiasts, there is a tendency to act as technological evangelists, to encourage 
digital technology use and to view such use as the desirable end goal. Such a 
pro-technology agenda is unnecessarily harmful to  Traditionalists. 
Traditionalists often feel shamed for their choices in ICT use, and any program 
that hopes to engage older adults in our digital society should avoid passing any 
such judgment. 

In a similar vein, it is also important to support Guardians’ choices in using 
ICTs in a limited way. While Guardians are far more willing to use more mod- 
ern ICTs than Traditionalists, they tend to be very cautious in their use. Due to 
their knowledge of potential technological pitfalls when it comes to information 
security and privacy, many simply need reassurance that the ICTs they want to 
use are safe. Such reassurance must occur in verbiage that is appropriate for the 
individual Guardian’s skill level. Technological language, particularly when 
used to speak down to Guardians, tends to be very off-putting and causes dis- 
engagement. However, there are numerous examples of Guardians being “coa- 
ched” out of their original comfort zone by kind and understanding IT 
professionals. Margaret began online shopping after a positive experience with 
an employee she contacted on the phone, who described in detail (in terms she 
could easily understand) the security in place for online purchases. While 
Margaret was certain she would buy very few items online, she purchased exclu- 
sively from this online retailer as she understood their security procedures. As a 
result of a retail employee taking the time to discuss Margaret’s concerns about 
privacy and information security, the company won a life-long dedicated 
customer. 

As a society, we need to accept that choosing to not use a technology is a 
valid response. A person’s value and their ability to engage in society should not 
be based on their technical expertise or their willingness to use the latest gadget. 
It is not Traditionalists and Guardians that necessarily need to change their 
views, but perhaps rather the rest of us. 

Addressing concerns over ICT literacy, usability, and access are important to 
facilitate older adults using ICTs in ways that come naturally to their user type. 
There is also an opportunity for those who are interested in appealing to the 
graying market to use the ICT User Typology to better understand, design for, 
and market to the older adult population. 


Using the ICT User Typology for Tailored ICT Service and 
Product Design 

As our population ages, the older adult market for technological devices and ser- 
vices grows. Gerontechnological researchers are just beginning to recognize this 


potential (Hough & Kobylanski, 2009; Kashchuk & Ivankina, 2015), although 
there have been very few studies from the business or marketing perspective 
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(Mostaghel, 2016). Technologies for an aging population not only need to be 
adaptable to overcome cognitive and physical limitations and disabilities, but 
also must keep in mind the diverse motivations, needs, desires, and lifestyles of 
older adults (Bagnall et al., 2006; W. A. Rogers & Mitzner, 2017). As a diverse 
group there is no single “older adult” design that will appeal. Instead, such 
design must be tailored to this diversity (Righi, Sayago, & Blat, 2017). The ICT 
User Typology segments the older adult market, allowing targeted design and 
advertising to these differing tastes, wants, and lifestyles; unlocking the meanings 
older adults apply to technologies. It is meanings that are critical to understand- 
ing older adult technological acceptance (Hauk, Hüffmeier, & Krumma, 2018). 

Each of the user types finds different aspects of ICTs interesting to them, and 
as a result, have different design specifications that appeal. The ICT User 
Typology provides guidance in designing and marketing effectively to the older 
population as a diverse group of individuals, rather than ineffectively to older 
adults as a single market. Table 3 provides guidance on what appeals to each of 
the user types in devices and services, how these products can be best framed for 
marketing purposes, the level of support that will be necessary to engage this 
part of the older adult market, as well as main takeaways. 

Enthusiasts love technology and, in particular, love its fun aspects: they love 
to experiment with a new “toy,” and they are very much self-supported. To 
appeal to Enthusiasts, it is important to make sure that any product, device, or 
service you offer truly is fun to use. Enthusiasts are geeks (and they are proud of 
it!). They enjoy showing off this geekiness. It is very important when looking to 
appeal to Enthusiasts that you do not talk down to their skill level. Many 
Enthusiasts are or were IT professionals, and many of them built technologies 
and networks. They do not need to be told how to use a device, but rather they 
are very capable of being able to open a box or subscribe to a service without 
much help at all. Because technology is central to their lives, Enthusiasts with 
impairments or disabilities represent a large market for adaptive technologies 
that facilitate their continuance in using digital devices. They are the most likely 
of the types to adopt smart home or ubiquitous computing and embrace techno- 
logical solutions for age-related declines. 

Enthusiasts are researchers and base their purchases off their own research as 
well as feedback and recommendations from fellow Enthusiasts. They pay atten- 
tion to advice from their technical friends and read various technical blogs and 
magazines. They have the skill set necessary to use popular devices and are unin- 
terested in technologies that will stereotype them as “non-technical people.” 
Since Enthusiasts place ICTs in the center of their lives and throughout their 
homes, functional beauty is very important to them. They want their technolo- 
gies to look sleek and beautiful; to be showpieces. They love their ICTs and the 
fun they have using them, but they do not like ugly things in their living spaces. 

You may be wondering why it is important to market to Enthusiasts, who 
are likely to try most technologies on their own. Such marketing is critical as 
Enthusiasts spend a disproportionate amount of their income on technology and 
technological services compared to the other types. Appealing to their tastes is 
important. Technology is, after all, their main hobby (and often their job as 
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Table 3. Designing Products and Services for the Five User Types. 


User Type 


Enthusiasts 


Practicalists 


Socializers 


Traditionalists 


Guardians 


Is Drawn to 


Fun, play, 
newness, 
experimentation 


Functionality, 
practicality, 
usefulness 


Connection, 
community, 
relationships, 
socialization, 
Engagement 


Nostalgia, 
technology and 
media of their 
youth 


Security, 
control, 
relationships, 
unobtrusiveness 


To Sell to 


Emphasize 
the fun 


Present use 
as play 


Emphasize 
the 
functionality 


Present use 
as practical 


Emphasize 
the 
connectivity 


Present use 
as bridging 


Emphasize 
the nostalgia 


Present use 
as 
comforting 
and 
traditional 


Emphasize 
the security 
of device/ 
service 


Allow 
individuals 
to control 
their own 
use 


Unobtrusive 
devices 


To Support 
Requires little 


support; can 
“turn on and 


2 


go 


Requires 
substantial 
support; 
prefers 


documentation 


and help 
services 


Requires little 
support; relies 
on large social 


network 


Needs 


technology that 
functions like 


old standbys 


Requires 
substantial 
support; 
reassurance 
technology is 
safe 


Takeaways 


Enthusiasts are 
not trying to 
be hip, they 
genuinely want 
to use the 
latest and 
greatest 


Practicalists 
are not 
explorers; you 
must prove to 
them it is 
useful and 
how it is useful 
to them 


Socializers 
want what 
young people 
have; facilitate 
their ability to 
use what 
young are 
using 
Traditionalists 
love the older 
ICT forms; 
still a market 
for new 
devices that 
“function” like 
the old 


Guardians are 
concerned that 
technology is 
all-consuming 
and unsafe; 
give them the 
ability to 
control their 
use 
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well). Enthusiasts are well versed in the technological landscape and are well 
aware of your service and product — and your competitors. They are often the 
“technical help people” among their family and friends, no matter their age. 
When Enthusiasts recommend a device, the other user types listen. Earning older 
Enthusiast customers, therefore, can help to bring in other user types as custo- 
mers as well. 

Enthusiasts greatly dislike advertising that presents older adults as non- 
technologically capable. Specifically, they dislike advertisements that suggest 
that older users have no technical skills or need simplified technologies. These 
they view as very stereotypical and are unlikely to try any technology they feel is 
oversimplified and dodgy. Older adult Enthusiasts, however, are not just carbon 
copies of younger people with the same tastes and preferences. When asked, 
many Enthusiasts would like to see more “positive” portrayals of older adults in 
technological advertising — portrayals that match their skill levels. Older adults 
who are portrayed as capable technology users having fun using the device, ser- 
vice, or product will particularly appeal to older Enthusiasts. 

Practicalists are focused on the functional and practical aspects of the ICTs 
they use or are considering using. They do not play with ICTs, they do not 
experiment, and they do not see technology as fun or a toy. Technology is a 
tool. Appealing to Practicalists involves outlining the functional aspects of a 
technology — how it can be used in Practicalists’ daily lives and how it is an 
improvement over their current technology. Practicalists are drawn to devices 
that offer greater functionality and usefulness than their current forms. They 
tend to be very definite in the ways they want to use a technology and have little 
interest in devices that stretch across every aspect of their lives. Practicalists’ 
tend to see certain ICTs as leisure devices, and others as work tools or commu- 
nity builders. 

Practicalists strongly dislike (even to the point of “hating”) having to search 
out new features or uses; they do not play with their devices — their devices are 
tools. It is important, therefore, that if your device or service has features which 
are not readily apparent but are highly functional that you use walkthroughs to 
show Practicalists how to use these functions on their newest tool. Practicalists 
do not experiment to discover “cool things” your ICT can do; they are typically 
told, so be sure to do the telling through various support documentation. A lack 
of such documentation frustrates Practicalists. They will not open a device or 
service and begin poking around; they need and desire some level of guidance. If 
a competitor proves that their device is more easily used and more useful, you 
have likely lost Practicalist customers. 

Practicalists need a high amount of support, particularly since they do not 
experiment with ICTs. When they run into issues they need a place to turn to 
for answering their questions. This can include support such as a help line, man- 
uals, and/or web support. Practicalists often have relatively high skill levels in 
those technologies they use frequently, so the need for such support is not neces- 
sarily remedial. Instead, if Practicalists have questions about a device or service, 
such as how to change a setting that is not readily apparent, they would like to 
be able to look such information up, rather than exploring how to do it on their 
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own by selecting various menus or icons and experimenting. Practicalists are 
frustrated when they receive an ICT with no manual or instructions on how to 
find help online. Technologies should be easy to use and help should be readily 
available in Practicalists’ minds. 

Many Practicalists were exposed to ICTs in their work. They often adopt ver- 
sions of these ICTs for their home life, if they see a relevant application. They are 
not impressed by others simply owning a device, or a device being “hip” or “pop- 
ular.” They want to know a device works, and for what purposes, and seek out 
advice from friends and coworkers, as well as information in blogs, news articles, 
and reviews that help them determine the functionality of a device. They are unin- 
terested in advertisements that are unsubstantial and do not detail functionality. 

Socializers are focused on the connectivity of their devices. They love to 
socialize, meet people, and build connections with others. Of all the types, they 
are most likely to be influenced in their use by those around them. They have 
large intergenerational networks and, as a result, tend to adopt the ICTs being 
used by the young people in them. Many older adult Socializers text (or would 
like to text), but those who have arthritis or other disabilities (such as visual 
impairments) are prevented from doing so. Creating adaptive devices that allow 
Socializers with impairments to mimic the way young people communicate 
would do much toward facilitating their everyday lives and be highly appealing 
to this group. Socializers’ interests are highly geared toward technologies such as 
social media and mobile communication technologies such as smartphones, 
tablets, and other portable communication devices. 

Socializers are the most likely to find advertising targeted toward younger 
individuals appealing. As a result of the intergenerational nature of Socializers’ 
networks, they are always observing which technologies are being used by and 
marketed toward their youngest family members and friends. They place little to 
no value on technologies, devices, and services that isolate; greatly preferring 
those that enable connection. Much of this value is not inherent in the ICT itself, 
but rather in how the use of the ICT is framed. For instance, while video games 
and other forms of digital gaming are largely seen as an isolating activity, those 
which can be played in a group setting and are marketed as a social activity can 
be quite appealing to Socializers. 

Socializers do not use the devices young people do to be young or hip. Instead, 
they understand that they are adopting the ICT use patterns that have been estab- 
lished by younger people. Learning these patterns is extremely important to 
Socializers, as they credit these technologies with strengthening their relationships. 
Marketing that focuses on creating and building bonds with their large families 
(such as with their grandchildren) is particularly effective. They have no interest 
in nostalgia or stigmatizing devices created solely for older adults.° 


°Stigmatizing adaptive technologies are unwelcome among older adults on the whole 
(Gitlin, 1995; Yusif & Hafeez-Baig, 2016). 
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Traditionalists are the most likely of the five user types to focus on nostalgia. 
They fill their lives with the more “traditional” forms of media they encountered 
when they were young. Traditionalists are the most difficult segment of the older 
adult population to market new devices and services directly to, given their resis- 
tance toward using new technologies. 

There are two opportunities for those who are interested in tapping the 
Traditionalist market, however. First, highly nostalgic, Traditionalists deeply enjoy 
using the media of their youth and young adulthood. This includes the music, tele- 
vision, and movies from their younger days. There are a multitude of opportunities 
to market such nostalgic experiences to Traditionalists, particularly if such experi- 
ences are coded within technologies that have the appearance and user interfaces of 
older ICT forms. While older adult Traditionalists would not be willing to adopt a 
digital music player presented as such, they would be keen to purchase a player 
that looked and acted like a regular radio but was pre-loaded with their choice of 
nostalgic music. Presenting nostalgic technologies that most importantly act and 
function like the ICTs Traditionalists know and love is incredibly important to 
appealing to this user type. These nostalgic devices can also be marketed to the 
family and friends of Traditionalists, who are often keen to introduce the 
Traditionalists in their lives to more modern ICTs, but find their efforts rebuffed. 
Devices which mimic the functionality of the Traditionalists’ beloved ICTs of their 
youth while incorporating new technologies may be a suitable middle ground. 
Second, while Traditionalists are typically not primary users of modern ICTs (when 
at all possible), they often rely on others to access online information and services. 
There is an opportunity to provide these services to Traditionalists who do not 
have a friend or family member to access this information directly. 

Guardians are interested in ICTs that are secure, can be easily hidden, and 
are controllable. Unlike Enthusiasts, who are in love with ICTs not only for 
their function but form, Guardians enjoy having ICT-free spaces. They have 
absolutely no interest in ubiquitous computing, and the idea of smart homes 
that they do not directly control is frightening to them. They like to have abso- 
lute control of the technology they use — including the ability to turn it off and 
place it out of sight. For designers, there are opportunities to develop ICTs that 
are easily hidden that retract into spaces or mimic other objects. 

Guardians have a large diversity in skills, ranging from beginners to more 
advanced users. Since they tend to be naturally hesitant to try new technologies 
and place emphasis on face-to-face interaction, they tend to need high levels of 
technical help and support. In particular, they prefer having as contact-rich 
methods of seeking help as possible — being able to speak to someone over the 
phone or in-person is preferred to a web-based chat. 

When marketing a device or service to Guardians, it is very important to 
ensure that the technology is secure’ and controllable. Guardians need 


TOverall, for older adults, security is very important for their use of ICTs, and these 
security protections must be clear and easily understood (Jung, Walden, Johsnon, & 
Sundar, 2017). 


Breaking the Digital Divide 157 


explanations of how their information will be protected and reassurance that the 
technologies are secure and private. Any such information should be an impor- 
tant part of any marketing plan, as they avoid ICTs which they believe risk their 
privacy or security. Similarly, they resist investing in smart appliances, as they 
are well aware of the potential information security threats these devices pose.* 
In developing ICTs for Guardians, it is important to develop secure technolo- 
gies. Once a Guardian has had their security breeched, they will be unwilling to 
continue using your device or service. 

While the ICT User Typology informs more targeted design and advertising 
to the older adult market, it also has practical implications for those interacting 
with younger individuals, due to user types developing early in the life course. 


Moving Beyond Older Adults: Using the ICT Typology in 
Primary and Secondary Education 


The ICT User Typology highlights the importance of child and young adulthood 
experiences to the development of a person’s user type. Enthusiasts credit strong 
positive childhood memories of ICT use, being encouraged to tinker, and having 
a technological mentor as being critical to developing their love of technology. 
An open question, however, is if such childhood experiences can be manipulated 
to influence a person’s user type. If so, such experiences can be designed to 
encourage larger portions of Enthusiasts in the population, but also possibly 
inoculate against other user types developing. 

There is a well-documented need for STEM (Science, Technology, 
Engineering, and Math) professionals (Directorate-General for Internal Policies, 
2015; Gonzalez & Kuenzi, 2012; Kuenzi, 2008; Marrero, Gunning, & Germain- 
Williams, 2014; Microsoft, 2017). Creating tinkering environments with techno- 
logical mentors for young people could influence user type development, result- 
ing in more Enthusiasts in the population.’ Such exposure to the many potential 
uses of ICTs could also result in a higher percentage of Practicalists, given the 
importance of understanding application to this type. Since both Enthusiasts 
and Practicalists are likely to be involved in careers which use a large amount of 
technology, there are many potential advantages to increasing their numbers. 
Indeed, evidence exists that providing early positive technological experiences, 
messages, and mentorship can prevent or inoculate individuals from developing 
negative technological viewpoints (Stout, Nilanjana, Hunsinger, & McManus, 
2011) and, therefore, such programs could prevent many Guardians from devel- 
oping their cautious attitudes toward ICTs in later life. 


8See Rowe and Trejos (2017) for a discussion of smart appliances and information 
security risks. 

Evidence already has suggested the importance of mentors in influencing interest in 
STEM (Tillinghast et al., 2017). 
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Many programs are already in place that are trying to accomplish the goals 
of providing tinkering opportunities and technological mentorship to children 
and young adults. These include primary and secondary programs (Directorate- 
General for Internal Policies, 2015; Gonzalez & Kuenzi, 2012; Kuenzi, 2008) 
and community-based programs (Tillinghast et al., 2017), which are often 
aligned with higher education institutions (Breiner et al., 2012). Such programs 
should be encouraged. It would be of immense value to institutionalize these 
programs in primary and secondary schools, free-of-charge to participants. 

However, we must recognize that each of these user types has a place and 
role in our society. Enthusiasts are our eager innovators and Practicalists our 
productivity-focused colleagues. Socializers connect us _ generationally. 
Traditionalists provide us with a sense of a grounded past while Guardians are 
protective watchers of our society and safety. Life without all of these five types 
would be boring and unbalanced. We need protective Guardians who are watch- 
ful of privacy concerns and rights online as much as we need innovative 
Enthusiasts; we need Traditionalists in order to be grounded in our historical 
context as much as we need Practicalists’ functional focus. And, as our societies 
become more age diverse, it is more than nice to have a few Socializers who 
keep us all connected and communicating intergenerationally. 

While it is unlikely that technological education and mentorship would cause 
the extinction of some of these user types, the goal of such education should not 
be to extinguish any one type through social engineering. Such programs should, 
instead, be designed to meet the needs of an ever-increasingly digital workforce, 
while recognizing the value these diverse user types bring to our societal tapes- 
try. Variety in user types, as in all things, is the spice of life. 

The final chapter of this book provides a detailed discussion of the methods 
used to generate the ICT User Typology and provides helpful hints to research- 
ers seeking to replicate this study in other cultures or populations. It also dis- 
cusses some of the lessons learned working with older adult participants and 
provides a detailed discussion of how to use the interpretative interactionist 
methodology to develop theory and theoretical constructs. 


Chapter 11 


Discovery of the ICT User Typology 


During a research project over a decade ago, I became inspired by the older 
adults I met in a community center computer class.! These diverse older adults 
had come to learn new skills, but often had to overcome the challenges of being 
a new learner, sometimes combined with physical and/or cognitive declines or 
disabilities. Through this class I met Margie, with whom I recorded a life history. 
Margie and I spent most of a Friday together while we spoke about the influence 
of technology on her life. She, along with her husband, had been involved in 
organizing labor in the city where she had lived during the Great Depression. 
Both she and her husband had risked life and limb to do so: her husband had 
been beaten and they both had been jailed numerous times. Beyond her fascinat- 
ing life experience, however, she also taught me about what it was like to navi- 
gate an often youth-obsessed culture filled with a bias toward older adults. 

Margie explained to me that although a person “could find out a lot of infor- 
mation about what it is like to be old, most of that information comes from 
people who aren’t old.” Such refrains, while spoken about (Bragg, 2004), have 
not often been reflected in the ways we collect data in the empirical gerontechno- 
logical literature (Birkland & Kaarst-Brown, 2010). Gerontechnology has often 
approached studying ICT use by focusing on external measures of older adult 
performance or simple adoption studies, not on how older adults feel about using 
technology: the meanings they ascribe to the ICTs, their use, and their rejection 
(Brophy, Blackler, & Popovic, 2015). While these prior studies have great value; 
they often miss the older adult’s voice. The feeling of being voiceless that Margie 
expressed would be echoed by many older adults I have met over my career. 

After meeting Margie, I saw my mission in my research changing. It was not 
only about sharing the experiences of older adults regarding technology, but 
also about sharing their voices. For my work, showcasing older adults’ experi- 
ence through their own words became paramount: I wanted to tell stories told 
by the older adults who lived them. 

The following sections denote the method I used to discover the ICT User 
Typology. Provided both for replication and greater understanding of how the 
typology was developed, it demonstrates how the evidence supports the claims 
made in this book. Beyond this evidentiary purpose, it is intended to guide those 


"In this chapter, I refer to myself strongly in the first person to carefully delineate my 
agency and choices in methodology. 
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interested in interactionist methodology and/or those studying older adults. I’ve 
chosen to present this chapter as a journey, which allows you, as the reader, to 
see the messiness of the process, the issues I encountered, and the active choices 
I made as a researcher. 


The Process of Discovery: Determining the Method 


Early in my search for a plausible method to explore older adult ICT use, 
I investigated many potential methodologies, mostly qualitative. The original 
goals of the study were not to create a theory, but rather an explanation. 
I intended to document the diversity of older adult ICT use and begin to carve 
away at the reasons why such diversity existed. 

In organizing my thinking, I explored many common theories of ICT adoption, 
including the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, Bagozzi, & 
Warshaw, 1989), UTAUT (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003), Diffusion 
of Innovations (E. M. Rogers, 1962, 2003; E. M. Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971), 
and Domestication Theory (Silverstone, 2007; Silverstone & Haddon, 1996; 
Silverstone & Hirsch, 1992; Silverstone & Hirsch, 1994). TAM, UTAUT, and 
Diffusion of Innovations have commonly been explored to understand technology 
adoption and use by Gerontechnologists (Charness & Boot, 2016). Based on my 
background research in older adults and ICTs, I found that these commonly 
employed theories failed to explain the diversity in use, as I was interested in use 
more than in adoption. 

When I encountered Domestication Theory (Silverstone & Haddon, 1996; 
Silverstone & Hirsch, 1992), it immediately spoke to me. It conceptualized ICT 
use in a way that I felt was logical but, more importantly, it gave me a frame- 
work to study the introduction, use, display, and meanings of ICTs, while also 
examining non-use (Umble, 1994). A relatively new theory to the gerontechnolo- 
gical literature (De Shutter, Brown, & Abeele, 2015), it focused on qualitative 
data collection methods I knew would elegantly showcase older adult voices. 

Those studying domestication most often employ a case methodology 
(Haddon, 2007) where ICT use is bounded, be at the country, social group, house- 
hold, or in the case of this study, individual level. Treating each older adult as a 
case of ICT use allowed me to bound such use, while capturing what Flyvberg 
(2006, p. 223) calls the “nuanced reality” that individuals inhabit: contextual 
spaces that are complex, rich, and real that represent everyday life. 

Early in my conceptualization of ICT use, I realized that I needed to study a 
diversity of ICTs to develop a more thorough explanation of use and non-use. 
Prior studies of a single technology did not allow us to understand the integration 
of ICTs used together, nor did they allow us to understand a mix of rejection and 
acceptance by the same person. Inspired by a description of the everyday aspects 
of older adult’s lives determined by Gerontechnologists (Bouma, Fozard, 
Bouwhuis, & Taipale, 2007; van Bronswijk et al., 2002; van Bronswijk et al., 
2009) I decided to examine ICT use in older adults’ family, work, community, 
and leisure lives. 
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Interpretive Interactionism (Denzin, 2001) was integrated into the study as the 
primary methodology to understand the meanings presented in each case. A meth- 
odology which finds its roots in phenomenology focuses on finding and negotiat- 
ing meanings through conversations. The flow of an interpretive interactionist 
interview feels much like an engaged conversation, enabling participants to feel 
more comfortable in sharing their views with a researcher compared to other ques- 
tion and answer formats occasionally seen in qualitative work (Denzin, 2001). 

Having decided to explore the domestication of ICTs in older adults’ every- 
day lives through interpretive interactionism, I turned toward determining the 
structure of the individual cases. 


Deciding a Basic Case Structure: Multi-interview Format 


Given the amount of material I was seeking to collect (the ICTs the older adult 
was using, not using, how they were using them, why they were using them, and 
their history of ICT use) a multi-interview format made practical, in addition to 
methodological, sense. A hallmark of interpretive interactionism, the multi- 
interview format, not only allows meaning to be checked in the interviews 
themselves, but allows the researcher time to analyze the interviews, and bring 
these interpretations back to the participant, resulting in further iterations of 
meaning-making (Denzin, 2001). I settled on a series of three interviews, as 
Wengraf (2001) suggests three such interviews not only result in more detailed 
data, but also improve participant recall. 

In addition to the three interviews with the primary participants, I decided to 
include secondary participants (whose contribution was highlighted in Chapter 8). 
Secondary participants were friends, family members, and coworkers of the older 
adult primary participants. Secondary interviewees were incorporated for two 
main reasons: first, their inclusion acted as a triangulation method for establishing 
primary participants’ ICT use, and second, I wanted to understand how technol- 
ogy was used in the primary participants’ relationships with others. 

Primary Participant’s interviews lasted from an hour and a half to over 
three hours in length, with approximately 5—10 hours of interviews per case. 
Secondary participants were interviewed between the second and third primary 
participant interviews. Analysis after each interview was brought back to the 
next interview with the primary participant. If possible, 2—3 secondary partici- 
pants were interviewed for each case. 

Having determined the basic case structure, the next step was determining 
who I would interview as primary participants. 


Who to Interview: Conceptualization of the Sample 


Prior age-based research, which has grouped older adults into one group (often 
sampling everyone age 65 and older), has clouded the generational issues that 
can impact ICT use, including lifetime exposure to ICTs (Birkland & Kaarst- 
Brown, 2010). Birth cohorts, or what we commonly call generations, are groups 
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of individuals born closely together who experience the same historical events 
at a similar age and life stage (Eyerman & Turner, 1998). Technology, and its 
introduction, is such a historical event (Birkland & Kaarst-Brown, 2010; 
Edmunds & Turner, 2002; Larsen, 1993). A technological introduction impacts 
individuals differently based on their life stage: young children have a vastly 
different experience than those who are older adults when the same ICT is 
introduced. For the Millennials (born 1983—2001), the personal computer 
(introduced in 1984) has always existed, while for the WWII generation (born 
1909—1928), the computer was introduced during their retirement. These two 
generations not only had drastically different experiences with the computer, but 
our society views one of these generations as “natural” and “legitimate” com- 
puter users (the Millennials) while viewing others as less legitimate (the WWII 
generation) (Birkland & Kaarst-Brown, 2010). Selecting a single generation to 
study in-depth as primary participants prevented these generational differences 
from clouding any possible results. 

In choosing a specific generation, there were several factors to balance. I was 
quite interested in understanding how work impacted ICT use. Work remains a 
critically understudied area of Gerontechnology research (van Bronswijk et al., 
2002; van Bronswijk et al., 2009), with most research studies focusing on how 
having older adult workers impacts organizational productivity (Charness, 2006; 
Charness, Kelly, Bosman, & Melvin, 2001; Czaja & Sharit, 1993, 1998).* Such 
work misses how older adult’s ICT use, meanings, and technical skills impact 
their employment. 

Outside of the productivity stream of research, the presumption by many 
researchers appears to be that older adults are retired and no longer working. 
This does not always reflect reality: many older adults in the United States con- 
tinue to work beyond age 65: 27% of older adults age 65—69 and 15% of older 
adults age 70—74 are working for pay. In fact, the rate of workforce participa- 
tion only drops to 5.8% for those age 75 and over (US Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, 2018). Clearly, with over one in four older adults age 65—69 working 
and one in 20 older adults still working at age 75 and beyond, not all US older 
adults are retired.* 

While many individuals in the US plan to remain working past age 65 (Benz 
et al., 2013) and are protected in doing so for most careers by the Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act (ADEA) (US Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission, 1967), this is not the case globally. Some European 
countries have age-based mandatory retirement ages (typically age 60 or 65), 


?Given how much of the general, non-technological focused literature on aging and 
work focuses on how the aging workforce will impact organizations (Burtless & 
Quinn, 2001; DeLong, 2004; Hedge, Borman, & Lammlein, 2006), such a focus in 
gerontechnological research on work is not surprising. 

“Since the majority of middle-aged US adults plan to continue working beyond the 
traditional age of retirement (age 65) (Benz, Sedensky, Tompson, & Agiesta, 2013), 
work will continue to be an important context to study. 
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and such age restrictions have been upheld in court (Bilefsky, 2007). This may 
account for some cultural perspectives not exploring aging and work. Given that 
this study was to be conducted in the US, I knew that the work context would 
be critical to consider. 

Work can have an important impact on older adults’ everyday ICT use. 
Workplaces provide not only access, but also formal training and informal men- 
toring, resources, and support. Recognizing the importance of work in influenc- 
ing use, as well as the lack of literature addressing working older adults, 
I realized that I needed to select a cohort with large numbers of older adults still 
working. 

Based on these factors, I decided to choose my primary participant sample 
from the Lucky Few birth cohort/generation (born 1929—mid-1946) (Ortman, 
Velkoff, & Hogan, 2014).* The Lucky Few generation was the youngest genera- 
tion currently completely in the older adult population (age 65 or older) and, 
therefore, the most likely to still have participants working. In order to control 
more strictly for historical exposure to technology, I firmly limited the birth 
years of primary participants from 1936 to mid-1946, eliminating those born 
1929—1935 from participating as primary participants. 

Having determined who would comprise the primary participant sample, 
I needed to develop a sampling frame that would allow me to compare cases of 
older adult ICT use. 


Creating a Sampling Frame 


Sampling in case studies is quite different from sampling in many other types of 
research. In case studies, participants (be they entire organizations or single indi- 
viduals) are selected on theoretical reasoning and are not intended to form a rep- 
resentative sample. Instead, the selection of cases seeks to understand how these 
cases may differ based on theoretical differences (Yin, 2009). 

There are many potential variables (suspected theoretical differences) I could 
have designed my case sampling frame to incorporate. Notable studies have 
examined how ICT use by older adults is impacted by living situation (commu- 
nity versus institutionally dwelling, rural versus urban) (Depatie & Bigbee, 2015; 


“The end of the Lucky Few generation is considered blurry, due to controversy as to 
when the “Baby Boom” that created the Boomer generation began. The US Census 
Bureau indicates that the Boomer generation begins in July 1946 (Ortman et al., 
2014), so participants who were born in the first-half of 1946 were considered mem- 
bers of the Lucky Few generation for this study. The ends of generations are often 
blurry and individuals at the end/ beginning of two generations may identify with 
either generation. Therefore, participants throughout the study were asked, “What 
generation do you identify with?” Some participants stated that they identified with 
the “Silent Generation” (another term for the Lucky Few), some identified as being 
born in the same generation as famous members of the Lucky Few generation, and 
some participants identified as being “born in the generation before Boomers” or 
“not a Boomer.” 
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Parviainen & Pirhonen, 2017; Saunders, 2004), income (Bergström, 2017), socio- 
economic class (Ihm & Hsieh, 2015; Iyer & Eastman, 2006; Parviainen & 
Pirhonen, 2017), education (Gonzalez-Onate et al., 2015; Vroman, Arthanat, & 
Lysack, 2015), experience with ICTs (Jacobson et al., 2017; Lee & Coughlin, 
2015; Rosenthal, 2008), disability (Opalinski, 2001), and gender (Helsper, 2010; 
Padilla-Gongora et al., 2017). (Studies on the impact of race and ethnicity on 
older adult ICT use are unfortunately seriously lacking (Normie, 2003).) 
Incorporating all these variables into my case sampling frame would have been 
impossible, given the demands in time and resources such an intensive case study 
format requires. 

Work was an important context I wanted to capture, so work status became 
the first theoretical difference in my sampling frame. Older adults who are 
retired often are the ones that volunteer for research, due to their more flexible 
schedules (Bouma, 2001; van Bronswijk et al., 2002; van Bronswijk et al., 2009). 
This has often prevented us from understanding the experiences of working 
older adults. In order to ensure I had working older adults in my study, I would 
have to seek them out. 

Gender has long been conceptualized in the literature as being an important 
variable impacting older adult ICT use (Helsper, 2010), so gender was selected 
as a second theoretical difference for my sampling frame. Gerontechnology 
research has found that women tend to have greater difficulties in learning to 
use computers in the same settings as men (Hill et al., 2008; Ng, 2008; 
Shoemaker, 2003) and report lower usage rates (Helsper, 2010; Kim et al., 
2017). Research in the domestication sphere (i.e., age diverse) has found that 
men and women often use technologies for drastically different reasons: men 
tend to use them for escape and to avoid socialization, women use these 
ICTs for interaction, socialization, and engagement with others (Lie, 1996; 
Livingstone, 1994), and women prefer personal ICTs over ones they view as 
impersonal (Singh, 2001). Having established gender as an important case sam- 
pling criterion, I realized from my readings on the Lucky Few birth cohort, that 
while many women from this cohort worked or were still working, there were 
also women who had chosen to stay at home after their children were born and 
remained housewives (Carlson, 2008).° I expanded my conceptualization of 
work to include those that had stayed at home. 

I created a sampling frame (Table 4) which sought to recruit men and women 
who were still working part-time, still working full time, retired, and women 


Many middle-class women of the Lucky Few generation worked prior to having 
children or being married but then chose to stay home due to societal expectations of 
women in this birth cohort (Carlson, 2008). Women’s participation in the workplace 
has historically always been lower than men. Currently, 25.2 % of women aged 
65—69 years and 13.8% of women aged 70—74 years have paid positions of employ- 
ment. This is compared to 33.5% of men aged 65—69 and 20.8% of men aged 70—74 
(US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018). 
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Table 4. Case Sampling Frame with Cases Completed. 


Work Status Gender Totals 
Male Female 
Working Full time Boris Alice 4 
Harry Belinda 
Part-time Fred Jackie 3 
George 
Retired Cleveland Gwen 5 
Dan June 
Jack Margaret 
Nancy 
Natalie 
Stayed at home XX Mary 2 
Mindy Jean 
Totals 7 10 17 


who had stayed at home for the majority of their lives.° I defined work as “work 
for pay” and set full-time workforce participation to be more than 30 hours a 
week of paid work, and part-time participation as less than 30 hours of paid 
work per week. Retired older adults were those that no longer worked for pay, 
but once had. I sought to recruit at least one participant who met each combina- 
tion of case sampling criteria. Such a framework was intended to allow for 
literal replications (Yin, 2009) (comparisons across cases I thought would be 
similar due to similar work status or gender) as well as theoretical replications 
(Yin, 2009) (comparisons between cases where I expected contrasting results 
because of different work statuses or between men and women).’ 

This sampling frame represented some issues that needed to be navigated 
during the study. Older adult’s “self-descriptions” often did not match my own 
definitions when it came to work. Boris, who was self-employed in construction, 
tended to work about 50—60 hours a week during the summer, but often did 
not work during the two coldest winter months. Jackie was currently working 
part-time at multiple jobs while searching for additional employment. While 
Boris described himself as “semi-retired” (as in his youth he had often worked 


°T remained open to recruiting men who had stayed at home for a significant period 
of time, having raised children, managing the household, or due to disability. 
However, I was unable to locate men born 1936—1946 that met these criteria. 

"Due to the addition of two cases late in data collection to increase racial diversity, 
retired women outnumber retired men. 
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more than 80 hours a week in the summer), Jackie spoke about “working full- 
time” (despite the fact that her current work hours fell under 20 per week). 
Therefore, it became critical to discuss with the older adult during the recruit- 
ment phase as to what they meant by their self-description, asking them to pro- 
vide the specific number of hours and months they worked. 

I realized that many of the commonly used recruitment strategies when study- 
ing older adults (Birkland & Kaarst-Brown, 2010) would not suffice to fill this 
sampling frame. I could not go to a retirement community or a managed care 
setting and find older adults actively working full time. The strategy I eventually 
developed, based on snowball sampling (Goodman, 1961), sought to overcome 
the challenges of recruiting community-dwelling older adults. 


Recruitment of Older Adults: Primary Participants 


In the Gerontechnology literature, there has been a focus on recruiting older 
adult participants primarily from managed care residential settings or retirement 
communities (Birkland & Kaarst-Brown, 2010). A large population of older 
adults are available at these settings, and often residents are eager to be involved 
in projects with outside individuals for a change of pace from their typical days. 
While such samples are convenient for researchers, they are problematic, as only 
a small portion of older adults live in such settings.* These communities and 
institutions often restrict or, conversely, offer ICTs that the general older adult 
population may or may not have access to. For instance, Nancy’s assisted living 
center prohibited residents from using social networking sites by blocking them, 
but also provided a gaming console. 

Those in such captive settings, such as retirement homes and graduated care, 
are easy for us as researchers to access, and by that measure, we often select 
from them liberally. There are some very concerning ethical issues in basing 
much of our gerontechnological research on captive populations (Birkland & 
Kaarst-Brown, 2010), who may feel unable to refuse participation (Reich, 1978). 

In order to overcome these sampling issues, I decided to use a referent snow- 
balling (Goodman, 1961) recruitment method, often advised to recruit older 
adults over “cold calling” potential participants (Johnson & Finn, 2017). In my 
home institution, I approached faculty, staff, and students (as well as my neigh- 
bors) asking if they knew an older adult who met the case selection criteria and 
would be willing to participate. Many times, if they referred me to individuals 
who themselves did not meet the selection criteria, these individuals had a con- 
tact who did. 


’While certain characteristics, such as decreased cognitive and physical function and 
advancing age are predictors of living in a residential care setting (Luppa et al., 
2010), not all older adults live in such settings and those that do often do so only for 
a short time period (Kelly et al., 2010). Retirement communities often exclude lower- 
income seniors (Salkin, 2009). 
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This referent-based recruitment method proved useful in attracting partici- 
pants who were able to meet the demanding nature of the study. With approxi- 
mately 6—10 hours of the primary participant’s time spent in interviews (with an 
open-ended 2- to 3.5-hour segment of time needing to be scheduled for each 
interview), additional time spent in observations in the participant’s own home, 
and being asked to interview two to three potential friends, family members, or 
coworkers, this was a demanding study.? Compared to our stereotypes about 
older adults having large amounts of free time, many are busy with their leisure, 
community, family and (in many cases) their work lives (Bouma, 2001; Choi, 
Burr, Mutchler, & Caro, 2007; Eggebeen & Hogan, 1990; van Bronswijk et al., 
2002). 

Referents, therefore, served an important role in recruitment. Participants 
were not approached by a stranger, but rather a friend, family member, neigh- 
bor, or professional contact. Referents were able to describe not only the study 
but answer any questions the potential participant had about it at the outset, as 
well as vouch for me personally. Almost any person would be hesitant to allow 
a stranger into their home to view their technology for their own safety (such a 
research study would appear to be an almost perfect cover to allow criminals 
into your home). Additionally, referents were able to reassure potential partici- 
pants that I was indeed interested in both use and non-use and that I was not 
trying to evangelize technology use or judge non-users.'° 

Such a referent recruitment method proved extremely successful, meeting the 
case sampling framework. Participants were well-aware of the steep require- 
ments of the study from both the referent and myself, and this resulted in every 
older adult who enrolled in the study completing all three interviews, for a total 
of 17 older adult primary participants (cases). (Secondary participants were not 
able to be recruited for all cases, as some older adults had very small social net- 
works.) Only one person who was referred to me (who meet the selection crite- 
ria) declined to participate. 

Near the middle of data collection, I realized that while I was likely to meet 
my sampling frame for the study, and had achieved an educationally, work sta- 
tus, and income diverse sample; racial diversity was lacking. My sample identi- 
fied almost entirely as white, with one participant who identified as Hispanic/ 
White. I had serious concerns about the overwhelming whiteness represented in 
many gerontechnological studies (Normie, 2003) and how this further silenced 
older adults of color. I wanted to include voices from this often ignored a seg- 
ment of the older adult population. 


Primary participants received a US$20 gift card (of their choice) at the start of each 
of their interviews as an incentive. 

Such referents also provided a check on the participant’s trustworthiness and 
helped to provide for my own safety. I met my participants in their own homes, often 
venturing into unfamiliar neighborhoods and rural areas, and would be gone for an 
undetermined amount of time, with my friends, family, and colleagues unaware of 
my exact location to protect the identity of my participants. 
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Older individuals of color have extremely valid reasons to not participate in 
research. Research’s abusive and racist history is not just “historical”: many 
older adults remember these abuses when they happened (or were revealed) — in 
their own lifetimes. The university I was working from at the time also had a 
contentious relationship with the local communities of people of color. Located 
near one of the most impoverished sections of a racially segregated city, the uni- 
versity had a multi-decade history of starting community projects, promising 
long-term investment, obtaining research results, and quickly abandoning these 
projects with promises unfulfilled. As a white researcher from this institution, 
I would understandably be mistrusted from the start. 

I decided that I needed a strategy to personally build trust with the older 
adults in the nearby communities. I reached out to six community organizations 
in my city, asking if I could join their community meetings for a period of time 
in order to eventually recruit participants. One community organization allowed 
me to do so, and I attended a series of meetings to become familiar with atten- 
dees and to build greater trust.'! After several attendances, I was approached by 
two African American women. I ended up recruiting both women (Gwen and 
June), which greatly added to the diversity of voices. 

Originally, I had determined that I would not include participants from resi- 
dential care settings in my study. My original reasoning for not recruiting 
directly from these settings was to avoid the unnecessary burden that had been 
placed on these individuals by their over-selection. I also wanted to remove pos- 
sible ethical concerns around consent. One of my contacts referred me to her 
mother, Nancy, who lived in an assisted living facility. Upon considering her 
inclusion, I realized that for Nancy, her home was the assisted living center she 
lived in. For many older adults, their home is their assisted living center, nursing 
home, or retirement community. I was not selecting her because she lived in 
assisted living, but because she met the criteria of the study. 

As I considered the issue even further, I realized that not allowing Nancy to 
participate in the study simply because she had made her home in an assisted liv- 
ing center would be unfair to her. If my goal was to hear from the older adults 
themselves — to have them voice their joys, struggles, and concerns over ICT 
use — then I had no reason to exclude an older adult’s voice because of where 
they had made their home. The next day I received a call from Nancy herself, 
asking to be included in the study and sharing a bit of her story. While I had a 
few participants who had contacted me (as opposed to me contacting them as a 
referral), she was the only participant who contacted me to argue their case to 


"During these meetings I took part in the meeting content (only if appropriate) but 
I always made it clear that I was a researcher who was seeking participants. The con- 
tent of these meetings was outside of the scope of my research. I was careful to not 
record any information about the many participants of the meeting. Upon recruiting 
the two individuals I recruited from this setting, I stopped attending to prevent 
myself from contaminating my data collection on these individuals. 
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be included. Quite frankly, I admired her tenacity and knew I could learn some- 
thing from her case. 

The data that I collected from Nancy were extremely rich and added deeply 
to my understanding of the ICT User Typology. As a Socializer, Nancy found 
herself often prevented from using the ICTs she wanted to by disability or policy 
(see Chapter 4). Nancy’s case illustrated physical and policy concerns that 
I would not have captured without her inclusion. 

While the primary participants for the study were selected based on the sam- 
pling criteria, secondary participants were identified and recruited based on the 
recommendation of the primary participant for each case. 


Secondary Participants Recruitment and Sampling 


For secondary participant recruitment, I asked the older adult at the center of 
each case (the primary participant) to identify individuals they used ICTs with 
(be it the phone, cell phone, computer, television, etc.). I asked them to identify 
one person who was of the same birth cohort as themselves (the Lucky Few gen- 
eration) and one to two people who were either older (WWII/ Good Warrior 
Generation) or younger (Boomer, Generation X, or Millennial).'* These rela- 
tionships could be of any type: romantic, family, friendship, coworker, etc. 
Therefore, of the two to three people I asked them to identify, one had to be of 
the same birth cohort, and two were from a different birth cohort. !° 

In some cases, I ended up recruiting Lucky Few secondary participants to 
become primary participants in my study. This yielded very rich data, as I could 
understand from multiple perspectives how these individuals used ICTs in their 
relationships with others. This type of recruitment happened specifically for 
Jackie (who was recruited from Natalie’s network) and Fred (who was recruited 
from Alice’s network). 

Each case involved several forms of data collection, including interviews, 
observations, and reviews of documentation that older adults used in their sup- 
port of ICTs. 


The Interviews: Collecting the Data 


Data were collected over a two-year time period. Several cases were being col- 
lected at any one time; each case’s data collection phase lasted approximately 
two months. Each case included three semi-structured interviews with the 


"Due to the stipulations put on my study by my institutions’ Internal Review Board 
(IRB), all the secondary participants had to be age 18 or older (adults). This 
excluded Generation Z from secondary participants, as this generation was just 
entering adulthood. 

Secondary participants received a US$10 gift card of their choice. This was typi- 
cally sent through the mail, as the vast majority of these interviews were conducted 
on the phone. 
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primary participant, one semi-structured interview with each of the two to three 
secondary participants (if possible), observation of the primary participant’s 
home (and workplace, if applicable) and the display of ICTs within it, and 
review of the documents that the older adult identified as important in their use 
of ICTs (if relevant). 

Semi-structured interview guides were created for each primary participant 
interview and the secondary participant interview. The first interview with the pri- 
mary participant focused on determining the ICTs used by the older adult, ICTs 
they had abandoned, and ICTs they wished to try. During this first interview, a 
set of color-coded notecards was created for each participant. Each notecard listed 
a single ICT: green notecards recorded ICTs the older adult was currently using, 
pink notecards indicated the ICTs the older adult no longer used (rejected), 
and yellow notecards indicated the ICTs that the older adult wished to try. 

The second interview focused on understanding, through a notecard sort, how 
the ICTs recorded on the notecards in the first interview were used in different 
life contexts by the older adult (work, leisure, community/volunteering, and fam- 
ily life). As we addressed each of these contexts, the older adult was asked to sort 
out the ICTs they used in that context and speak about how they used them (and 
for what purposes). (New cards/ ICTs could be added.) I took pictures of the 
cards for each context to facilitate data analysis. This process of card sorting was 
repeated for the yellow (want to try or are interested in trying) and pink cards 
(abandoned or rejected ICTs). I encouraged the primary participant to tell me 
stories about the ICTs they used, rejected, or wanted to try. Once we had finished 
examining a life context, the notecards were returned to a pile, shuffled, and 
we addressed the remaining life contexts in turn with their own notecard sort. 

Throughout the first two interviews, I sought to gather names of potential sec- 
ondary participants. Between the second and third interview with the primary par- 
ticipant, I interviewed any secondary participants that had been identified that 
wished to participate. Secondary participants were able to be recruited for 13 of 
the 17 cases. The secondary participant was asked to describe their relationship 
with the older adult, how they had met, how often and how they communicated, 
with a focus on how ICTs were used in their relationship with the older adult. 
They were also asked to characterize their own ICT use. These interviews were 
often half an hour to an hour and a half in length, most often over the phone. 

The third and final interview with the primary participant had two major pur- 
poses: the first was to gather further information on the relationship between the 
secondary and primary participants from the older adult’s perspective. The sec- 
ond was to explore the primary participant’s display of ICTs in their home and 
workspaces (if applicable).'* This final interview also served as a “wrap up” and 
disengagement of the case. Participants were asked to share any final stories. 


'SIf participants agreed, images of the arrangement of their ICT displays in their 
homes and workspaces were also taken during this visit. Any identifying information 
from these images was immediately removed and only anonymized images were 
saved. (Older adults were never included in these images.) 
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I also shared what I had learned from their case, but also what I was finding 
overall through my field work. These discussions served as a check on my find- 
ings and analysis. Often, it was during the final interview that many participants 
(particularly Guardians and Traditionalists) would share the most sensitive stor- 
ies of ICT use and non-use. Margaret, for instance, during our third interview 
together shared her story of how the introduction of the computer and television 
to her workplace correlated with the reduction of her job responsibilities. 

Interviews were transcribed immediately after an interview was conducted to 
allow analysis before the next interview (if appropriate). Data collection contin- 
ued until the sampling frame had been filled (with the addition of two cases, 
June and Gwen, to increase racial diversity). At that point, data saturation had 
been reached, as the final cases were yielding no new nuances to the user types 
I had developed earlier in my data analysis. 


Data Analysis 


Ongoing data analysis took several forms which were often overlapping and 
intersecting. Analysis occurred at three points in each case: during the interviews 
themselves (dialogic analysis), after each interview (memoing, within case analy- 
sis, emergent themes and meanings analysis), and at the conclusion of each of 
the cases (between and across case analysis, emergent themes and meanings 
analysis). 

Dialogic analysis is a reiterative process of examining a segment of text or 
interview, relaying that meaning to participants, and then revising that meaning 
until the researcher reaches shared understanding (Denzin, 2001). During the 
interviews, I employed active listening, through which I sought to understand 
the meanings presented by the primary and secondary participants. 

Between interviews I utilized bracketing. Bracketing is a method of data anal- 
ysis frequently used in phenomenology, which allows a researcher to separate a 
text from a context (Denzin, 2001). I began by gathering the stories and biogra- 
phies presented in a case and bracketed elements and meanings about ICT use 
and non-use. I took the bracketed elements, listed them in the order in which 
they occurred, and then detailed how these elements were interrelated. Finally, 
I re-contextualized the phenomenon of technology use by incorporating the par- 
ticipant’s biography, their history, and social environments to create themes. 
I then compared the themes of these stories to other stories that were similar or 
contrasted within the individual case I was examining. Finally, I examined these 
themes between the collected cases. 

For these comparisons, I used many case analysis strategies outlined by Yin 
(2009), including explanation building (creating an explanation from a single 
case and comparing this explanation to others), pattern matching (creating and 
exploring rival explanations for similar outcomes within a case), and cross-case 
analysis (comparing cases to understand different outcomes). In the end, expla- 
nation building proved one of the most powerful case analysis methodologies 
I employed, particularly when paired with memoing (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998). 
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Every day during the study I reflectively memoed about the cases I was col- 
lecting (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998), creating case descriptions and listing case simi- 
larities and differences in ICT use and meanings. As I analyzed the cases, I came 
to understand that it was the meanings these individuals were applying to ICTs 
that explained the differences between cases. While coding was critical in deter- 
mining the specifics to each user type and understanding their nuances, it was 
through memo writing about the meanings that I first came to realize that 
I might be seeing distinct categories or user types. 

My study began with three cases: Natalie, Margaret, and Jackie, all indivi- 
duals I would later determine to be Guardians. During my early memoing and 
bracketing process I believed that I had found a gender effect, rather than the 
user types I would go on to discover. When I added Alice’s (an Enthusiast) case 
to my study, I found that her meanings and beliefs about ICTs were much differ- 
ent than the other women I had previously interviewed. As I was memoing in 
my car following an interview, exploring possible differences between Alice, 
Jackie, Natalie, and Margaret, I had a breakthrough: it was not gender that was 
making a difference between these cases, but meaning. Jackie, Natalie, and 
Margaret were not all similar because they were women, but rather similar 
because they held the same set of meanings: viewing technology as a potentially 
negative influence. Alice’s meanings were not a reflection of a gendered interpre- 
tation of ICTs but represented a set of meanings shared by Enthusiasts. 

Through memoing, I was able to build explanations of my data, developing 
the ICT User Typology, and then using further cases to first expand and then 
final cases to test the typology. While the Enthusiast and Guardian types 
emerged early in the study, the Practicalist and Traditionalist types emerged 
toward the quarter mark of data collection. Although I had interviewed a 
Socializer by the middle of data collection, it took more substantial memoing 
to separate the Socializer type from the Enthusiast type. Two thirds of the way 
through data collection I had discovered all five types and spent the rest of 
data collection determining if the following cases added any additional types to 
my original five (they did not), added nuances to my cases (after 13 cases the 
following four did not), and if they confirmed my findings (they did). 
I memoed each day during the almost two years of data collection, often refer- 
ring to my transcripts, field notes, and analysis. 

The power of the interactionist case method was not only in building the ICT 
User Typology, but also in its ability to recruit participants and develop rapport, 
which were critical to hearing the often deeply personal stories I heard from 
participants. 


Power of the Interpretive Interactionist Case Methodology 


Using the referent snowballing method helped recruit potential participants 
who otherwise might not have participated in a technology study due to the 
fear that their technology use/non-use would be negatively judged. The inter- 
pretive interactionist case methodology, because of its dialogic method which 
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prioritizes conversation and meaning, led to the development of deep rapport 
with participants (Denzin, 2001). As a result of this rapport, participants 
shared many stories that I might not have heard otherwise, helping to develop 
a rich participative theory. 


Recruiting Community-dwelling Working Older Adults 


Recruiting community-dwelling older adults has sometimes been a challenge in 
the gerontechnological literature, due to older adults’ busy lives (Bouma, 2001). 
In particular, it has often been difficult to recruit older adults who are not parti- 
cipants of community center programs or programs designed specifically for 
seniors (Birkland & Kaarst-Brown, 2010). Many older adults do not participate 
in such programs, and attendance of such programs may be difficult for working 
older adults due to scheduling.!° 

An extremely diverse sample of participants was recruited through the snow- 
ball referent methodology (Goodman, 1961). The sample included college pro- 
fessors, nurses, administrative assistants, electricians, contractors, retail workers, 
and retirees; those with extremely low incomes that depended on government 
assistance and those with high incomes who had retired early; those who worked 
as directors and VPs and those who had been front-line retail employees and 
administrative assistants; those that did not finish high school and even two par- 
ticipants with doctorates (one a PhD and one a professional doctorate). 
Participants lived in the inner city, urban areas, a host of suburban areas, rural 
towns, and in extremely rural areas. (The only aspect of diversity which fell 
short was racial, addressed previously in this chapter.) I cannot envision any 
other methodology allowing recruitment of such a diverse sample, given the 
unequal spread of potential recruitment sites across the geographical area. 

With the exception of two of the participants whom I had met before, all the 
other 15 participants were total strangers to me at the outset of the study. 
Despite our unfamiliarity, these participants were willing to share some of their 
most sensitive stories with me, in part, because I had been recommended to 
them by someone they trusted (a friend, family member, or community contact). 
The referral system worked not only to recruit individuals that would be other- 
wise inaccessible, but it also worked in developing trust. For many participants, 
they regarded me as trustworthy because someone they already trusted in their 
lives had referred me to them. Margaret shared that she only participated in the 
study because her neighbor (who had been her referral contact) had reassured 
her I did not have a hidden “pro-technology agenda” (Margaret). 

Since participants were recruited into the study by someone they trusted, they 
tended to trust me, as a researcher, from the start, which made them feel more 


Only two participants had participated in community center and/or senior focused 
programs, attesting to the fact that when we sample from such programs we are 
often missing many older adult experiences. 
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at ease. The use of the dialogic method (Denzin, 2001) also helped participants 
feel comfortable and helped to develop our relationship. 


Developing Rapport 


Mary commented at the end of our sessions together, “Oh, this is just like ther- 
apy! You are so soothing to talk to and you really listen.” While active listening 
sought to reinterpret the meaning back to the participant (Denzin, 2001), it also 
resulted in participants feeling heard and we developed deep trust. Many partici- 
pants shared that they had not encountered people who were interested in or 
open-minded when it came to their technological stories. 

Older adults face many stereotypes (Glover & Branine, 1997; Longino, 2005), 
not only about how they think (Binstock, 2005; Cutler, 2005), but also about 
technology use in our societies (Cutler, 2005), including that they are slow and 
unwilling learners or have extremely high levels of computer anxiety (Dyck 
et al., 1998; Mitzner et al., 2010). Technology is stereotyped as for the young 
(Larsen, 1993), the young are believed to be “digital natives” (Helsper & Enyon, 
2010): the valid and appropriate users of innovative new ICTs (Larsen, 1993); 
the old are not (Rama, De Ridder, & Bouma, 2001). Older adults often internal- 
ize these stereotypes, regardless of their skill level (Birkland, 2016). 

By the end of the third interview for some participants, I was hearing painful 
stories which they told me that they had rarely or sometimes never shared. 
Margaret shared with me in our last interview that she came to see technology 
as slowly eroding her job responsibility. She was embarrassed to admit this, as it 
seemed to suggest she was overly fearful of technology in a society that 
worshipped it. Mindy Jean shared with me that she had little interest in using 
the computer and did so only to please her family members, something she 
would not admit to her children or husband. Natalie shared with me very 
personal stories about the impact of television and video games on her divorce. 

Many of the participants commented that they found the study to be “fun” 
and “interesting” and were very keen on hearing how their case was shaping my 
findings. They were all eager to assist in building my theory of ICT use. 


Generating a Rich Participative Theory 


The notecard sort, home observations, and language checks were extremely 
helpful in building the ICT User Typology. The notecards, on which I had 
recorded the ICTs older adults were using, had abandoned and wanted to try in 
the future, were a powerful method of visualization. It was easy to determine an 
Enthusiast from their notecard sort — nearly every notecard was on display for 
every life context. For Practicalists, ICTs tended to only appear in one or two 
piles (appearing only in work or appearing only in family and community piles, 
for instance). Participants found using these notecards fun, with some comment- 
ing it was like a game, but it was serious enough that all participated. 

By the end of the study, it was easy to distinguish the various types upon 
entering a person’s home. Enthusiasts’ would have their main living space 
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enveloped in technologies; Traditionalists’ would have their television be promi- 
nently displayed; and Socializers’ would meet me at the door, cell phone in 
hand. Being able to observe the environment that the older adult was living in 
was crucial to understanding how ICTs were being used in these everyday 
environments. 

When I showcased my ongoing results with primary participants, many had 
comments and suggestions, and sometimes this resulted in the generation of new 
stories. In developing the user type labels, I looked toward the participants’ own 
words, but also checked my labels with my participants themselves. I wanted to 
avoid the often negative, derogatory, and stereotypical labels we apply toward 
older adult’s ICT use. I do not believe that Traditionalists or Guardians should 
be portrayed negatively; both represent a legitimate approach toward technology 
which is just as valid as Practicalists, Socializers, or Enthusiasts. '° 

Despite the power of the interpretative interactionist framework, it also had 
several pitfalls, including difficulty with recruiting secondary participants and 
challenging ethical dilemmas. 


Challenges with the Interpretive Interactionist Case 
Methodology 


The delineation of the challenges I encountered in this research is a somewhat a 
false separation as many of these issues (recruitment, sampling, and ethical chal- 
lenges) are related to one another. 


Recruitment Challenges: Secondary Participants 


For some of the older adult primary participants, their networks were extremely 
small, making identifying and recruiting secondary participants difficult.’” 
Retired older adults tended to have smaller social networks than those still 
working. Even if network participants could be identified, it was often difficult 
to track them down or arrange an interview time. June identified a list of partici- 
pants I could contact, however; I was unable to get in touch with most of them 
and those I did contact declined to participate. Jackie did not want me to con- 
tact any of her friends in her small network: she was relying on both of them as 
places to park her trailer when she moved out of her apartment. (Given her pre- 
carious financial situation, she did not want to endanger her relationship with 
either person.) 

Unfortunately, there is not much that can be done to encourage greater par- 
ticipation of secondary participants. While a small incentive was provided for 


'SAfter all, many of us, who do not identify as Guardians or Traditionalists, have 

expressed concerns over the societal influence of technology or nostalgia for our 
outh. 

te daa participants could only be recruited for 13 out of the 17 cases, leaving 

four cases with only primary participants. 
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the interview, this proved not to be effective.'* Even when a primary participant, 
such as June, encouraged her contacts to return my calls, they often did not. 
While I had cultivated relationships with my primary participants by meeting 
them face to face, using the active listening techniques of the dialogic method, 
and meeting them several times over the course of the study, I was unable to cul- 
tivate the same types of relationships with secondary participants. These indivi- 
duals were often not in the same area as myself (living at a distance) and to 
them, I was a voice on the phone, not a person who was meeting with them 
within their home. They were often less interested in the topic compared to pri- 
mary participants as well. 

Secondary participants were also likely concerned about contaminating their 
relationship with the primary participant. Some secondary participants were hes- 
itant to speak about their relationship other than the basic “facts” of when and 
how they met, and how often they communicated. When I asked questions such 
as, “how would you describe your relationship with [the primary participant]?” 
some secondary participants were uncomfortable enough with the question to 
answer only in simple sentences and resisted further probing. Other secondary 
participants wanted to know exactly what I would share from the interview with 
the primary participant. 

Given the amount of time I invested in contacting and arranging secondary 
interviews (which were often rescheduled at the last minute) compared to the 
ease of arranging primary participant interviews (with only two interviews 
rescheduled out of 51 total primary participant interviews), I would likely rec- 
ommend not including secondary participants in such a case study, unless the 
focus of the study is relationships, or the potential data is predicted to be 
valuable. 

Although secondary participant interviews did not provide data which con- 
trasted or contradicted older adults’ own stories of their ICT use, they did yield 
valuable data that served to inform the ICT User Typology. When I began to 
develop the typology, I realized that this was not an age-specific theory, but 
rather that these types were reflected in the age-diverse secondary participants as 
well. (These data are explored in depth in Chapter 8.) While these interviews 
were the most difficult to collect, and these participants the most difficult to 
recruit, they did add value to my study. Therefore, it is important for researchers 
to weigh the power of the results against the hurdles in secondary participant 
data collection. 


Sampling Diversity Challenges 


As our societies not only gray, but also become more racially and ethnically 
diverse (Hayes-Bautista, Hsu, Perez, & Gamboa, 2002), we should not collect all 
white samples (Normie, 2003). Older people of color may be more sensitive to 
participating in research studies because of their more intimate familiarity with 


18A US$10 gift card of their choice. 
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the research abuses their population has experienced. For older adults, racist 
research such as the Tuskegee Experiments (active from 1932 to 1972) 
(Freimuth et al., 2001) is not distant history, but rather an event that happened 
in their lifetimes. One cannot expect a community that experienced such horrors 
to be receptive to researchers, no matter the study topic. Older adults of color 
also tend to have fewer economic resources at their disposal compared to whites 
(O’Brien, Wu, & Baer, 2010), impacting their ability to participate when studies 
require time resources. However, from an ethical and moral standpoint, it makes 
the voices of these older adults incredibly important to represent. 

Issues of mistrust may be lessened if the researcher is a person of color and/or 
already a member of that community (Freimuth et al., 2001). Gwen shared that 
older adults in her African American community understood that their knowl- 
edge was powerful, and many felt that sharing knowledge outside the commu- 
nity was relinquishing power. She suggested that in future studies having an 
African American individual collect such information would be helpful, as a per- 
son from within the community would face less resistance not only in entering 
the community, but that people would be more forthcoming and willing to share 
their thoughts and feelings. For white researchers, it is important to establish 
connections with fellow researchers who identify as people of color, who can 
provide vital insight. However, being or involving researchers of color is simply 
not enough; we must ensure our studies are ethically and professionally sound 
(Freimuth et al., 2001). If researchers are to have any hope of building ties with 
these communities, we must be diligent to ensure we treat participants fairly. 


Ethical Challenges 


One of the greatest challenges I encountered was that the interactionist case 
design often led to a blurring of the relationship between researcher and partici- 
pant. Over the course of the study, the high number of contact hours and my 
active listening style led to several participants seeing me less as a researcher and 
more as a friend. This was problematic and ethically concerning: I was a 
researcher who was going to write about their experiences, and such writing 
might not always involve the flattery or omission of negative details that a 
friendship relationship might provide. One of the most difficult cases was 
Natalie. 

Natalie’s situation was unique in the study: she was extremely socially iso- 
lated. The loss of her family in mid-life had been a devastating blow to her self- 
confidence. As a result, Natalie’s loneliness often led her to make overtures 
toward friendship. She would invite me to lunch and suggest we go shopping 
after our interview appointments. I always politely declined and gently reminded 
her that I was there as a researcher. 

A compromise I struck with her is that I would stay an extra half an hour to 
speak with her at the end of each interview, but I declined going elsewhere or 
ordering food. She could become quite critical when I refused further socializa- 
tion, which was often followed by a cycle of her apologizing for her behavior. 
Throughout the study, she also often contacted me with invitations to social 
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events. I instead researched and then suggested a list of social groups she might 
be interested in joining focused around her political interests and hobbies. After 
several months, the calls dropped off. 

I also observed less than ideal living situations for several of my participants. 
I had met Natalie at her home during the third and final interview. She had 
commented in previous interviews, “You can come to my house, but I have a lot 
of stuff.” Upon entering her home, I saw paths existed to all three downstairs 
doors, but otherwise, Natalie had placed items, often stacked to the ceiling, in 
every room of her home. I was immediately concerned for Natalie’s safety and 
well-being and wondered if I should intervene. As my observation continued, 
I examined her house for several criteria: I found that she had relatively wide 
paths still available in her home to three exits (and many windows were also 
clear and could serve as an exit if necessary) and that there was no visible 
garbage. The home did not smell, and even though her counters were piled with 
items in her kitchen and bathroom, they (as well as the sinks and toilet) were 
nearly spotless. The floors were also freshly cleaned, and she was currently cook- 
ing using both her stove top and oven. She had running water and electricity. 

After discussion with a colleague about Natalie’s living situation, I decided 
that I would take no further action. While her situation was not ideal, Natalie 
did not express being unhappy with the way her home functioned or was orga- 
nized, or even over the existence of so many objects in her living space. She com- 
mented that she, “had what she needed.” 

Jackie, another participant, had fallen on difficult times after the death of her 
partner. The two never married because they viewed a marriage license as a 
“slip of paper.” Since Jackie had lived outside of the US, she did not qualify for 
Social Security, falling under the number of working years required to collect 
benefits.!? Jackie had worked mainly hourly jobs as an administrative assistant 
or in retail, typically as a clerk. While her partner had left her his estate, she 
found she had little money left over after clearing their debts. She pieced 
together part-time jobs and picked up seasonal work but found it increasingly 
difficult to find employment. Interviewers would often comment on her age, sug- 
gesting she was unable to do the level of work required (standing, lifting, and 
using the checkout machines). Her work schedule was getting more difficult for 
her to maintain as she grew older. 

Jackie had decided that she could no longer afford to maintain an apartment. 
She took the remainder of the estate she had inherited from her partner and 
bought a pull-behind popup trailer. She found a campground in the southern 


Social Security is the United States pensioner program for older adults. Typically, 
a person qualifies for a sum of half of their spouses (or former spouses, even in the 
case of death or divorce) social security benefits in lieu of collecting their own bene- 
fits. However, they must have been married for 10 years or longer, and not qualify 
for benefits on their own, or the amount they could collect is lower than half of their 
spouse’s (United States Social Security Administration, 2018). While Jackie and her 
partner had been together for 10 years, they were not legally married. 
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United States that only charged US$50 a week to park a trailer, and she planned 
to move to the campground for nine months of the year, returning north to live 
on her friends’ property during the summer months. She had several leads on 
retail jobs in the area she was moving to, convinced that US$200 a month in 
“rent” would be much more affordable than the US$800 she was paying for her 
current apartment. In the end, I realized that although I could suggest that 
Jackie look into social welfare programs, there was little I could do to help. 

Encountering these situations in the field was challenging for me personally. 
What I found to be of great help was to develop a network of colleagues who 
were also researching older adults or other at-risk communities. Within this net- 
work, I could discuss the issues I was facing in my research, talk through my 
thinking, and bounce ideas and solutions off my colleagues. I was not alone, 
and I was not the only person experiencing ethical dilemmas and encountering 
challenging situations. 

To any researcher working with older adults, or indeed with any at-risk pop- 
ulation, developing such a network of colleagues is essential. In the end, unless 
there is a case of abuse observed, it is up to the researcher to determine their lim- 
its and when they will intervene, and how. Using such a group to talk through 
such issues (always keeping the identity of participants secret) can be helpful not 
only in determining solutions, but also in helping the researcher to deal with 
their own difficult emotions. 

When it comes to these ethical issues highlighted when working with older 
adults, it is important to set boundaries, but it is also important to be flexible 
and understanding of your own personal limitations. Things will likely change 
as your study progresses, and you will likely encounter situations one would not 
expect. It was impossible to not feel heartbroken at Natalie’s situation or to be 
concerned about Jackie’s. While it is important to be kind to your participants, 
it is also important to remember to be kind to yourself. 

I wish to end this book the way I started it, by acknowledging the older adult 
participants who made such a study possible: thank you for sharing your lives 
with me and for helping me to develop the ICT User Typology. The two years 
I spent in close contact with you will forever be a highlight of my life, profes- 
sionally and personally. Thank you for your stories! 
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Glossary 


Active Listening 


Advanced ICTs 


Boomer (Generation) 


Birth Cohort 


Bracketing 


Case Study 


Community Context 


Dialogic Analysis 


A form of communication where the listener reinterprets 
meaning back to the speaker (Denzin, 2001). 


This refers to newer Information and Communication 
Technologies (ICTs). Advanced ICTs are understood in 
their current context. Eventually, advanced ICTs will be 
become traditional ICTs due to future technological devel- 
opment. Current examples of advanced ICTs include digital 
technologies, applications, and services. 


A generation born mid-1946—1964 (Ortman et al., 2014). 
The largest generation ever born in the United States 
(Carlson, 2009). 


A group of individuals who are roughly the same age and 
encounter historical events at roughly the same life stage 
(Carlson, 2009; Edmunds & Turner, 2002; Eyerman & 
Turner, 1998). 


A data analysis method which focuses on isolating a seg- 
ment of text, understanding the meanings in that text 
devoid of context, and then re-contextualizing the text with 
appropriate contextual factors such as their background, 
history, and social environments (Denzin, 2001). 


A methodology that allows researchers to understand rich 
contextual impacts on a phenomenon (Flyvberg, 2006). 
Case studies can use a variety of methods to obtain infor- 
mation about this rich context, such as interviews, obser- 
vation, and focus groups (Yin, 2009). 


Involvement in activities that are not purely leisure, work, 
or family orientated. This includes governmental/citizen 
activities (such as political activism) and other activities 
such as religious worship or belonging to a neighborhood 
association. 


This is a form of active listening; this interpretive interac- 
tionist methodology focuses on a reiterative process of 
meaning making, where the meaning shared by an indi- 
vidual is reinterpreted by the interviewer. This reiterative 
process continues until both parties reach a shared under- 
standing (Denzin, 2001). 
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Direct User 


Domestication 


Enthusiast 


Family Context 
Gaming 


Generation 


Gerontechnology 


Generation Z 


Generation X 


Good Warrior! 
World War IT 
(generation) 


Guardian 


Historical Event 


This is someone who themselves manipulates and uses an 
ICT. For example, if someone is a direct user of a com- 
puter, this means that they themselves operate the 
computer. 


This is a theory that proposes that ICT use is complex 
and that contextual and social factors influence use. 
Domestication proposes that adoption of an ICT is a pro- 
cess, which involves the introduction of an ICT, how the 
ICT is used (including routines of use), the display of the 
ICT, and the meaning of the ICT to the individual and 
their family and friends (Silverstone, 1994, 1999, 2007; 
Silverstone & Haddon, 1996; Silverstone & Hirsch, 1994). 


An individual who loves ICTs and seeks out the latest 
innovations. Technology is their main hobby and interest 
and they approach technology as a fun toy. One of the 
five user types in the ICT User Typology. 


Individuals who are related to one another. 


Refers to the act of playing games, be they board games 
or digital games. 


A birth cohort of individuals who, by nature of being 
born closely together, are in the same life stage when his- 
torical events occur. As a result, they develop a shared 
generational consciousness (Carlson, 2009; Edmunds & 
Turner, 2002; Eyerman & Turner, 1998). Media and tech- 
nology is an important part of any generation’s experience 
(Naab & Schwarzenegger, 2017). 


The study of aging and technology, or gerontology and 
technology. “Gerontechnological research” is empirical 
work that examines aging and technology use, regardless 
of the researcher’s own identity as a Gerontechnology 
scholar. 


A small generation whose birth started in the year 2002. 
It is unclear when this generation will end. 

A small generation born 1965 to 1982 (Carlson, 2009). 

A large generation born 1909 to 1928 (Carlson, 2009). 


An individual who believes that technology use can result 
in negative outcomes for individuals and society. They 
strictly control and regulate their own ICT use. One of 
the five user types in the ICT User Typology. 


An occurrence that impacts individuals, be it locally, 
nationally, or globally. Historical events have different 


Information and 
Communication 
Technologies 
(ICTs) 


ICT User Type 
(or User Type) 


ICT User Typology 


ICT Form 


ICT Version 


Indirect User 


Interpretive 
Interactionism 


Leisure 
Life Contexts 


Life Course 
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impacts on individuals depending upon how old they are 
when these events occur (Elder & Giele, 2009). 
Technological innovation and introduction is a historical 
event (Birkland & Kaarst-Brown, 2010). 


Technological artifacts that are marketed to the general 
public that enable information sharing and/or communi- 
cation between individuals and organizations. Examples 
include radio, television, the internet, social media, etc. 


A person’s main/predominant approach toward technol- 
ogy. This approach, or user type, impacts how they are 
introduced to technology, how they use it, and how they 
display it in their home (or work environment, if 
applicable). 

A theory which proposes that individuals, particularly 
older adults, can be categorized into one of five user types, 
each of which has a unique approach toward and view of 
ICTs. 


These are different types of ICT. For instance, television 
is a different “form” of an ICT than the telephone or 
radio. 


Within an ICT form, there are different versions, or 
updates to an ICT. For instance, LCD televisions repre- 
sent a later and newer version of the television than CRT 
televisions. 


This is someone who does not use an ICT themselves but 
instructs others to use that ICT. For instance, 
Traditionalists tend to be indirect users of computers and 
the Internet as they rely on others, such as family mem- 
bers or friends, to complete tasks online. 


A dialogic method that focuses on meaning making and 
understanding the meaning embedded in stories (Denzin, 
2001). 


Activities or hobbies that are done to pass time or for fun. 


Areas of the older adult’s lives. The most explored of these 
contexts in the gerontechnological literature has been the 
family, followed by leisure and work. Another important 
life context is community. (These life contexts are adapted 
from Gerontechnology (Bouma et al., 2007).) 


An approach to studying individuals’ lives as a series of 
interconnected events (Elder, 1985; Elder & Giele, 2009). 
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Life Event 

Literal Replication 
Lucky Few 
(Generation) 


Memoing 


Millennial 
(Generation) 


Meaning 


Older Adult 
Practicalist 


Primary Participant 


Secondary 
Participant 


Snowball Sampling 


Socializer 


Technological 
Anxiety 


An occurrence in an individual’s life which impacts their 
life trajectory. These can be in any area of a person’s life: 
domestic, health, work, etc. (Elder & Giele, 2009). 


A case study methodology in which cases are selected 
based upon theoretical case sampling constructs so that it 
is expected that the results will be similar (Yin, 2009). 


A small generation born 1929 to mid-1946 (Carlson, 
2008). These individuals were the primary participants 
whose data is presented in Chapters 2 through 6. 


A reflective writing that focuses on the content and experi- 
ence of a research study (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998). 


A large generation born 1983 to 2001 (Carlson, 2009). 
These individuals have also been referred to as “digital 
natives,” despite research demonstrating that a large diver- 
sity of skill level exists among this generation (Helsper & 
Enyon, 2010). 

This refers to the significance, consequences, and purpose 
of events, experiences, and activities for individuals 
(Denzin, 2001). 

A person age 65 or older. 


An individual who views ICTs as tools. They are focused 
on the function and usability of technologies. One of the 
five user types in the ICT User Typology. 


An older adult who was the center of a case. These indivi- 
duals were members of the Lucky Few generation who 
were born 1936 to 1946. 


A member of the older adult’s personal network, it could 
be a friend, coworker, family member, neighbor, etc. For 
each older adult primary participant, 2—3 secondary par- 
ticipants were interviewed, if possible. 


A method of participant recruitment where future partici- 
pants are recruited from existing participants’ contacts 
(Goodman, 1961). 


An individual who views ICTs as connectors. Socializers 
use technologies to create and maintain relationships. 
They often have large intergenerational families. One of 
the five user types in the ICT User Typology. 


Fear associated with using technology (Czaja et al., 2006). 
Also termed technophobia. Recent research has suggested 
that those who have highest levels of fear associated with 
technology also tend to restrict and control their use 
(Nimrod, 2018). 


Traditional ICTs 


Traditionalist 


Trajectory 
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This refers to older, more traditional ICTs. Traditional 
ICTs are understood in their current context; today’s 
advanced ICTs will be considered traditional technologies 
30 years from now due to technological development. 
Current examples of traditional ICTs include radio and 
television. 


An individual who prefers the technology of their youth 
and young adulthood over later innovations. One of the 
five user types in the ICT User Typology. 


A series of events that a person experiences in their lives, 
which taken together, represent a pathway through that 
person’s life (Elder & Giele, 2009; Fry, 2003; Giele & 
Elder, 1998). 
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